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of the functions of the Personnel Classification Board to the
Civil Service Commission; to the Committee on the Civil
Service.

454. By Mr. KERR: Petition of Mrs.J, A. Spiers, chairman of
art of the North Carolina Federation of Woman's Clubs, and
others, requesting an appropriation of the sum of $10,000,000
for the erection of a public building in the ecity of Washington,
D. C., to be known as the national gallery of art; to the Com-
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

455, By Mr. KINDRED : Petition of the trustees of the New
York Public Library, Astor, Lenox, and Tilden Foundations,
approving House bill 5841, and protesting against the enact-
ment of any substitute measure which shall tend to restrict the
freedom of libraries, ete.; to the Committee on the Library.

456. Also, resolution passed by the Long Island Federation
of Woman's Clubs, urging the United States Senators and the
Congressmen from Long Island to consider favorably the erec-
tion of a building in Washington, D. C.,, to be known as the
national gallery of art; to the Comumittee on Public Buildings
and Grounds,

457. Also, petition of the Carl Follen Unit, No. 103, Steuben
Society of Amerlea, to the United States Congress, opposing
entry of the United States into the World Court; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

458, By Mr. LEATHERWOOD : Resolution of the Kiwanis
Club, Salt Lake City, Utah, requesting continuation of Federal
aid for interstate highways; to the Committee on Roads.

459. By Mr. LITTLE: Petition of United States Spanish
War Veferans, Lawrence, Kans., in support of House bill 98,
citing conditions of Spanish War veterans not covered by the
act of June 5, 1920; also letters signed by Mrs, Louis W.
Streich, Kansas City, and Mary B. Chappel, secretary, Amer-
ican Red Cross, Kansas City, Kans.; to the Committee on Pen-
glons.

460, Also, petition of members of faculty of the University
Kansas School of Pharmacy, to bring before the United
States Congress at the earliest opportunity an amendment to
section 15 of the present copyright law by inserting the words
“ or mimeographic process” after the words * or photo-engrav-
ing process” in lines 9, 13, 34, and 41 of section 15; to the Com-
mittee on Patents. "

461. By Mr. LONGWORTH : Petition of the National Soclety
Daughters of the American Revolution, * Whereas Mrs, Mary
Key McPBlair, granddaughter of Francis Scott Key, author of
‘The Star-Spangled Banner,' is an aged widow and will soon be
retired from the service of the United States Government with
a meanger pension of $12 per month: Resolved, That the Na-
tional Society Daughters of the American Revolution do peti-
tion Congress to give an adequate pension to her for the rest of
her life”; to the Committee on Pensions.

462. By Mr. MOONEY : Petition of Cleveland Motion Picture
Exhibitors’ Association, protesting music-tax proposal; to the
Committee on Patents.

33, Also, petition of Cleveland Hebrew Benevolent Associa-

463
fton, indorsing House bill 7089, to amend the Immigration act

of 19217 to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

484, By Mr. OLDFIELD: Petition of Clio Harper, of Little
Rock, Ark,, and other members of the Arkansas Press Associa-
tion, favoring the restoration of the second-class postal rates of
1920 and urging the restrictlon of printing and sale of Govern-
ment stamped envelopes; to the Commiftee on the Post Office
and Post Roads.

465. By Mr. RTRONG of Kansas: Petition of L. E. Shepard
and 81 other citizens of Miltonvale, Kans,, requesting enact-
ment of legislation to increase the pensions of Indian war vet-
erans and their widows; to the Commitiee on Penslions.

SENATE
Tuesoay, Janvary 26, 1926
(Legislative day of Saturday, January 16, 1926)

The Senate reassembled, in open executive session, at 12
o'clock meridian, on the expiration of the recess.

The VIOE PRESIDENT. The Senate, as in legislative ses-
sion, will receive a message from the House of Representa-
tives.

As in legislative session,

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Far-
rell, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had passed
a bill (H. R. 7554) making appropriations for the Navy De-
partment and the naval service for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1927, and for other purposes, in which it requested the
concurrence of the Senate.
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ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message also announced that the Speaker of the House
had affixed his signature to the following enrolled bills, and
they were thereupon signed by the Vice President:

H. R.3755. An act granting the consent of Congress to the
counties of Anderson, 8. C., and Elbert, Ga., to construct a
bridge across the Savannah River; and

H. R. 6089. An act granting the consent of Congress to the
State of Illinois to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge
and approaches thereto across the Fox River in the county of
McHenry, State of Illinois, in section 26, township 45 north,
range 8 east of the U}ird_principal meridian.

ANNUAL REPORT OF THE PUBLIC PRINTER

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate, pursuant
to law, the annual report of the Public Printer for the fiscal
year ended June 30, 1925, and also for the last half of the
calendar year ended December 31, 1925, which was referred to
the Committee on Printing.

THE WORLD COURT

The Senate, in open executive session, resumed the consid-
eration of Senate Resolution 5, providing for adhesion on the
part of the United States to the protocol of December 16, 1920,
and the adjoined statute for the Permanent Court of Inter-
national Justice, with reservations.

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, without reference to the limit
of one hour imposed upon Senators, I wish to raise certain
parliamentary questions, and therefore I hope the stop watch
will be put out of commission for the time being.

I would like to engage the attention of the Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. Lexroor] as to the procedure to be followed.
The statute having been read in full, and the discnssion having
been had upon it, I assume we are now reaching a point where
individual reservations may be offered, either fo the resolution
as modified and presented by the Senator from Virginia [Mr.
Swaxsox] or by agreement that they may be offered as indi-
vidual reservations supplementary to it.

I particularly wish to call the attention of the Senator from
Wisconsin to the fact that I have presented, as in the nature
of a substitute for the Swanson resolution in whatever form
it may finally find itself, the so-called Pepper plan. I would
like to ask the Senator from Wisconsin if it is possible now to
secure unanimons consent to the effect that when the Swanson
resolution has finally been perfected in Committee of the
Whole my substitute may then be offered?

Mr. LENROOT. I should have no objection to that course.
Technically, the Pepper plan does invelve amendments to the
statute.

Mr. MOSES. I understand that.

Mr. LENROOT. And if that is waived—

Mr. MOSES. That is why I am asking unanimous consent,
because my understanding is that the amendments to the
statute should be considered immed!ately, and inasmuch as the
whole subject matter of the so-called Pepper plan is presented
by me as a substitute for the Swanson resolution, when that is
finnlly agreed upon in its form in the Committee of the Whole,
I ask unanimous consent that I may then have the opportunity
to present the so-called Pepper plan as a substitute for the
Swanson resolution.

Mr. LENROOT. As a whole?

Mr. MOSES. As a whole, when it is agreed upon in Commit-
tee of the Whole.

Mr. REED of Missourl, The Senator means if it is agreed

upon?

Mr. MOSES. If and when, I ask unanimous consent, Mr.
President,

The VICE PRESIDENT, Is there objection?

Mr. BORAH. Let us know a little more about the matter
first.

Mr. MOSES. The unanimous consent for which I have asked
is that if and waen Senate Resolution 5 has been perfected in
the Committee of the Whole and is ready to be taken Into the
Senate for agreement upon whatever amendments are made
to it, that being the practice which I assume we must follow
here, I shall then have the opportunity of presenting my sub-
stitute for the Swanson resolution as it then stands,

Mr. LENROOT. 1 should think the Senator would rather
take this course—that when the Swanson resolution is per-
fected and ready for a final vote——

Mr. MOSES. In Committee of the Whole.

Mr. LENROOT. Or in the Senate.

Mr. MOSES. I have no desire to have two votes upon the
matter.

AMr. LENROOT. Then the Senator, by unanimous consent,
shall have the privilege of offering, as a substitute for the
Swanson resolution as it may be perfected, his I’epper plan.
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Mr. MOSES. I have no objection to taking the vote either
in Committee of the Whole or in the Senate, but inasmuch as
it involves a little departure from the procedure which regu-
larly would be followed I have submitted this request.

Mr. WATSON. Does the Senator understand that he has to
wait until we get into the Senate to secure unanimous consent
or can it be granted now ¥

" Mr. LENROOT. The Senator from New Hampshire is ask-
ing unanimous consent that when the Swanson resolution shall
be perfected he may offer his Pepper plan, to which request I
have no objection.

Mr. MOSES. I would prefer to do it so that we can go into
the Senate with the Swanson resolution perfected. I have no
{llusions about the vote on the Pepper resolution. I would pre-
fer to offer it in Commitee of the Whole, so that we can take
the Swanson resolution into the Senate from the Committee
of the Whole.

Mr, LENROOT. Except that the ratifying part of the Swan-
son resolution is not considered in Committee of the Whole,

Mr. MOSHES. I am referring to the text of it.

Mr. LENROOT. I have no objection.

Mr. MOSES. I wish merely to deal with the text of it, and
therefore I am making the request.

Mr. BRUCH. Mr. President, I can not understand why the
proposal was not offered before.

Mr. MOSES. It was offered many days ago, I will state to
the Senator from Maryland. It is only my desire that it shall
be presented to the Benate for a vote.

Mr. BRUCE. I have no objection. p

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the request is
agreed to. =

Mr. LENROOT. Now, Mr. President, T ask unanimous con-
sent that all reservations which have been presented under the
rule shall be first considered in Committee of the Whole, the
reservations contained In the Swanson resolution to be first
considered, and that if any Senator desires to offer a reserva-
tion that is pending as a substitute for any part of the Swan-
son reservation he may have that opportunity.

Mr. BORAH. There is only one question that I desire to ask.
Why is it necessary to have unanimous consent about all these
things?

Mr., LENROOT. When a similar situatlon arose In connec-
tion with the Isle of Pines treaty the Chair ruled that the other
course was the proper procedure.

Mr, REED of Missouri. I do not understand what the Sen-
ator means by * the other course.”

Mr. LENROOT. That reservations were not to be considered
in Committee of the Whole, but were to be considered when the
resolution of ratification was before the Senate.

Mr. REED of Missouri. I understand the Senator Is asking
consent that we shall proceed now with the Swanson resolution
and reservations?

Mr. LENROOT. Yes. '

Mr. REED of Missouri. As In Committee of the Whole?

Mr. LENROOT. Yes.

Mr. REED of Missouri. And that they shall be open to
amendment in Commlittee of the Whole in so far as those
amendments or reservations have been properly filed.

Mr. LENROOT. That is, any Senator may offer to substitute
any other reservation for the Swanson resetvation.

Mr. REED of Missourl. He may, or he may move to amend
the Swanson reservation, provided he has already filed his
proposition of amendment? !

Mr. LENROOT. If it does not go beyond the extent of the
agreement.

Mr. REED of Missouri.

Mr. LENROOT. Yes.

Mr. MOSES. Let me see if T understand the positicn of the
Senator from Wisconsin with reference to that. I have a
reservation which would be in the nature of an additional
reservation to those proposed by the Senator, and that is an
amendment. Of course, I wish immediately to have that read
and to devote 5 or 10 minutes to a discussion of it.

Mr. LENROOT. There is no objection to that, except that
the pending question will start with consideration of the
Swanson reservation, of course. Is that clear?

Mr, REED of Missouri. I understand the nnanimous consent
to be that the Senate as in Committee of the Whole shall now
proceed to the consideration of what is commonly known as
the Swanson reservations and resolution.

Mr. LENROOT. Reservations. The resolution comes after-
wards under the rule.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Very well; and that in Committee
of the Whole any amendments to the Swanson reservation

LXVII—173

That is, it i3 already on file?
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which were properly filed on yesterday before 1 o'clock will
also be considered.

Mr. LENROOT. Certainly.

Mr. REED of Missouri. And that when the Swanson resolu-
tion or reservations have been ected the Senator from New
Hampshire is to have the privilege at that time of offering in
Committee of the Whole his substitute to which he has referred.
Is that the unanimons consent?

Mr. LENROOT, Yes. It i3 understood, of course, that no
amendment can be offered from the floor.

Mr. REED of Missourl. That is, no new amendment?

Mr. MOSES. By unanimous consent it could be offered.

Mr. LENROOT. Yes; except by unanimous consent.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from
Wisconsin if it Is his idea that none of these reservations are
subject to amendment? Suppose a grammatical error were
found in one of them, would there be no way to correct it?

Mr. LENROOT. By unanimous consent.

Mr. NORRIS. But suppose there should be an objection?

Mr. LENROOT. Then there is no way to do it.

Mr. MOSES. The Senator from Nebraska is referring to the
reservations which have been offered and printed?

Mr. LENROOT. Yes.

Mr. BRUCE. May I inquire of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire whether it is necessary to make the point that there is a
limitation of time on debate?

Mr. MOSES. I understand there is not as covering the
present discussion, but we are governed by the one hour all
told when we get to a discusslon of the reservations themselves,
I will say to the Senator.

Mr, SWANSON. Of course, the regular procedure Is to con-
sider the treaty or convention in Committee of the Whole, but
reservations are considered in the Senate. Some Senators de-
sire, because there may be a close vote on ¢ome of the pro-
posals, to have two votes. That is all the agreement will ac-
complish in this matter, and I think it is right to have a full
opportunity to offer all amendments. These reservations of
mine were submitted rather late, I will admit. I expected to
present them earlier, but they were simply amendments that
were offered by other Senators that had been filed later than
mine. I feel that full liberty ought to be given in connection
with those amendments and I see no objection, except that it
requires unanimous consent to change the rule of the Senate,
which T hope will ba granted, so that Senators may hsave full
opportunity to have the amendments discussed in Committee of
the Whole.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection it is agreed to.

Mr. REED of Missourl. No, Mr. President.

Mr. BORAH. Just a moment. Has the unanimous-consent
proposal been reduced to writing? Let us have it reduced to
writing, so that we will know what it {s when we adopt it. No
one can tell from the discussion that has taken place just what
it s,

Mr. MOSES.
take to state it.

Mr. BORAH. It has been stated, and then the Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. Lexrcor] added an interpretation of his view
of it. So we may get into a controversy after it is adopted. Let
us have the controyersy first. Lef the unanimous-consent agree-
ment be reduced to writing.

Mr, MOSES, If I may be permitted to state it, the unanl-
mous-consent agreement Is that the Senate shall proceed in
Committee of the Whole to consider Senate Resolution No. § in
the regular order. It need not be stated in the unanimous-con-
sent agreement, but that means that amendments may be
offered to it in Committee of the Whole.

Mr. LENROOT. Amendments that are already pending.

Mr. MOSES. Oh, yes; amendments that are here under the
rule; and that when the resolution has been perfected in Com-
mittea of the Whole and is ready for a final vote in Committee
of the Whole, I shall have the opportunity of presenting my
substitute for it, and the whole debate shall be governed by the
eloture rule of one hour all told to each Senator,

Mr, JOHNSON., I may have misunderstood the Senator
from Virginia [Mr. Swassox]. I thought he said that amend-
ments might be offered to the reservations which he had pre-
sented =so late, as he said.

Mr. SWANSON. If the Senator will permit me, I meant
presented earlier than that presented by the Senator from
Idaho, earlier than that presented by the Senator from South
Carolina, earlier than that presented by the Senator from New
Hampshire, and printed in the Recorp. On account of the
failure to reach an agreement I presented it as soon as it
could be prepared.

If the Senator will permit me, I will under-
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Mr. JOHNSON. Be that as it may, it was presented on Sat-
urday last, but came to us yesterday just before the vote on
cloture,

Mr. SWANSON. But the Senator had a copy of it Imme-
diately after. The Senator from Idaho took the original copy
and read it,

Mr. JOHNSON. Surely, I endeavored to inform myself at
the earliest possible moment respecting it; but that does not
alter the fact that it came to the desks of Senators yesterday
just before the vote. What I want to make clear is whether
the unanimous-consent agreement includes the offering of any
amendments other than those which have been presented and
are on the desk? -

Mr, SWANSON. It could only be done under the rule by
unanimous consent.

Mr. JOONSON, I realize that, but I want to know whether
the unanimous-consent agreement includes that.

Mr. SWANSON. It does not,

Mr. JOHNSON. Was it not the Senator’s intention that it
ghounld include it?

Mr. SWANSON, No. So far as I am concerned, any
amendment that is offered in good falth and not for the pur-
pose of delay I am willing to consent to have voted on here,
I do not object to any amendment offered in that way.

Mr. JOHNSON. I would not assume that an amendment
would be offered for any other purpose. That Is what I want
to make clear, and it is merely with the desirve to clarify the
atmosphere and understand the situation that I am address-
ing my query to the Senator from Virginia. I had understood
from what the Senator said that amendments might be offered
to the reservations which he presented last Saturday and which
came to our desks on Monday. If I am in error on that I
want to be corrected,

Mr. MOSES. Under the rule that can not be done except by
unanimous consent,

Mr. JOHNSON. I know it can not be done except by unani-
mons consent, but does the unanimous-consent agreement in-
clude that?

Mr. LENROOT. It does not.

Mr. JOHNSON. The Senator from Wisconsin says it does
not. Is that correct?

Mr, FWANSON. That is right; it does not,

Mr. MOSES. Does the Senator from Idaho still wish to
have the unanimous-consent agreement read?

Mr. BORAH. I think it ought to be read.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Let the suggestion which I made he
read by the reporter.

Mr. SWANSON. I think the statement made by the Senator
from Missourl of the proposed unanimous-consent agreement
more clearly sets 1t forth than anyone else has done, with all
due deference to the Senator from New Hampshire,

Mr. MOSES. T am perfectly willing to agree to that.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Let the reporter read it.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerks at the desk are tran-
seribing it. It will be read.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

Ordered by unanimous consgent, That the Senate, as In Commlittee
of the Whole, will now proceed to the comsideration of what Is com-
monly known as the Bwanson resolution, and that in the Committee
of the Whole any amendment which was properly flled on yesterday
before 1 p. m. will glso be considered, and that when the Ewanson
reservations have been perfected the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Moses] is to have the privilege st that time of offering his substitute,
which he has proffered in Committee of the Whole.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, the words “ Swanson resolu-
tion ” should read * Swanson reservation.”

Mr. REED of Missouri., Very well; let it read *reserva-
tion.”

The CHier CLErK. Strike out “resolution ” and insert “ reser-
vation " ; so as to read “ Swanson reservation.”

Mr. LENROOT. 1 ask the Secretary to read it again.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

Ordered by unanimous consent, That the Senate, as in Committee
of the Whole, will now proceed to the consideration of what is com-
monly known as the Swanson reservation, and that in the Committee
of the Whole any amendment which was properly filed on yesterday
before 1 p. m. will also be considered, and that when the Swanson
reservations have been perfected the Benator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Mosgs] I to have the privilege at that time of offering his sub-
stitute, which he had proffered in Committee of the Whole.

Mr. REED of Missouri. It should read “offering in Com-
mittee of the Whole his substitute,”

Mr. WILLIAMS. I think the proposed agreement should in-
clude substitutes offered by other SRenators. I have offered a
substitute.
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Mr. REED of Missouri. I think it should read “and any
other substitute that is properly pending may be offered.”

Mr. WILLIAMS. T have a substitute that is pending.

Mr. LENROOT, Mr. President, one other suggestion——

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, a parliamen-
tary inquiry. How many substitutes are pending?

Mr. MOSES. I think there are only two.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Of course, under parla-
mentary law, only one substitute can be offered; otherwise
there would be no limitation to the number that might be
offered. ‘

Mr. MOSES. I think there are only two that are properly
before the Senate.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas.
Some Senator ought to know.

Mr, MOSES. I think there are only two.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The Senator from New Hamp-
shire has offered one. Has any other Senator offered one?

Mr. MOSES. The Senator from Missouri [Mr. WiLriams]
has offered another.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Then I will make no objection
to that change in the agreement, us there are only two substi-
tutes pending.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President—

Mr. BLEASE. Mr. President, I should like to ask a question.

Mr. MOSES. I yield first to the Senator from Montana,
who has been standing for some time,

Mr. WALSH. I wish te inguire whether the unanimous-
consent agreement as it is now framed embraces the subsequent
resolutions? There are now three resolutions in one—one pro-
posing adherence with certain reservations, the second is a
resolution in relation to the method by which the questions
shall be submitted, and the third is the Monroe doetrine res-
olution. Are those two additional resolutions to be considered
also as in the Committee of the Whole?

Mr. MOSES. My understanding is that the two latter reso-
Intions to which the Senator refers will be presented in the
same manner as additional reservations; that they are properiy
before the Senate and will be presented.

h]L{r, WALSH. That is all right, then; that is quite agree-
able.

' Mr. MOSES. I now yield to the Senator from South Caro-
na.

Mr. REED of Missouri.
yield to me for a moment?

Mr. MOSES. If the Senator from South Carollna will con-
sent, 1 will yield to the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. BLEASE, Very well.

Mr. REED of Missouri, If the Senator from South Caro-
lina will pardon me, by * the Swanson reservation” I meant to
include all of those qualifying reservations of the Senator from
Virginia [Mr. Swaxson] that are in the pending resolution.
i Mr. MOSES. I yield now to the Senator from South Caro-

na.

Mr., BLEASE. I could not cateh 1t clearly from the reading
of the proposed agreement, and I should like to know to what
Swanson resolution the agreement refers.

Mr. REED of Missouri. It refers to the one that is now
pending.

Mr. BLEASE. That Is the one additional to the first one?

Mr. REED of Missouri., It refers to Resolution No. b as it
has now been modified.

Mr, BLEASE. 1 object to this agreement if it ineludes the
first Swanson resolution or reservations.

Mr., MOSES. The first so-called Swanson resolution has
already been changed by the action of the Senator from Vir-
ginla himself ; he has modified it as it originally stood.

Mr. BLEASE. The last one is not so bad.

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, if the Senator from New
Hampshire will yield to me, under Rule XXI, I had the right
to modify my resolution at any time before the yeas and nays
were ordered on it or it was amended. I did modify it, and
the resolution pending will be modified by reservations which
I presented on last Saturday. 3

Mr. MOSES. That is correct.

Mr. BLEASE. That is, the one the Senatc~ from Virginia
originally offered has been gotten out of the way?

Mr. MOSES. Yes.

Mr. BLEASE. And there is no chance of bringing that
back?

Mr, LENROOT. No.

Mr. BLEASE. That is all right; that will be fine.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, there is one addition which
should be made. T ask that the Secretary again read the pro-
posed agreement.

How many are pending?

Mr. President, will the Senator
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The Chief Clerk read as follows:

Ordered by unaaimous consent, That the Senate, as in Committee of
the Whole, will now proceed to the consideration of what is com-
monly known as the Swanson reservation, and that In the Committee
of the Whole any amendment or reservation which was properly filed
on yesterday before 1 p. m. will also be considered, and that when
the Swanson reservations have been perfected the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. Moses] is to have the privilege at that time of offer-
ing in the Committee of the Whole the substitute which he has
offered.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, we have just
agreed that the Senator from Missouri [Mr. WiLLIAMS] may
also offer his substitute. I suggest that the agreement may
read that the Senator frem New Hampshire [Mr. Mosgs]
and the Senator from Missouri [Mr. WiLLiams], respectively,
may offer their substitutes.

Mr. LENROOT. Before that is agreed to, will not the
Senator from New Hampshire also ask unanimous consent to
waive the consideration of the amendments to the statute
under the Pepper plan?

Mr. MOSES. I will consent to that.

Mr. LENROOT. I think there will be no objection to that.

Mr. REED of Missouri. What is that?

Mr. MOSES. The Pepper plan contemplates an amendment
or amendments to the statute. I wish to ask unanimous con-
sent to waive consideration of those amendments

Mr. LENROOT. Because it will all be embodied in the
substitute of the Senator from New Hampshire.

Mr. MOSES. It will all be embodied in my substitute, and
I do not want to take the time of the Senate needlessly.

Mr. BRUCE., Mr. President, as my ear caught the read-
Ing, the word “reservation” was used in the singular and
not in the plural in the beginning of the agreement. I should
like to have the clerk verify that. I think that the proposed
agreement now reads *reservation,” while it should read
“reservations.”

Mr. REED of Missouri.
vations.”

Mr. BRUCE. I do not know as yet whether my impression
is correet or whether it is erroneous. I should like to have
the Secretary read the proposed agreement.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read as
requested.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

Ordered by unanimous congent, That the Senate, as in Committee of
the Whole, will now proceed to the consideration of what Is commonly
known as the Bwanson reservation——

Mr. BRUCE. Did the Secretary say
“ reservations " ?

The Onier Crerx. The first time it was read “ reservation.”

Mr. REED of Missouri. It should read *‘ reservations,” in the
plural.

The CrHiEr CLERk. It reads:

Ordered by unanimous consent, That the Senate, as in Committee of
the Whole, will now proceed to the consideration of what is com-
monly known as the Swanson reservations, and that in the Committea
of the Whole any amendment or reservations which were properly
filed on yesterday before 1 p. m. will also be considered, and that
when the Swanson reservations have been perfected the Senator from
New Hampshire [Mr. Moses] and the Benator from Missouri [Mr.
WiruiaMs], respectively, are to have the privilege at that time of
offering their substitutes.

Mr. MOSES. Now may I add to that, in order to carry out
the understanding with the Senator from Wisconsin, “ and that
the Senator from New Hampshire waives the consideration of
amendments to the statute of the court contained In his sub-
stitute ”?

Mr. LENROOT. Separately.

Mr. MOSES. Waives all consideration of amendments to the
statute. \ 4

Mr. SWANSON. I think that the best way to put it would
be to say that “ any amendments to the statute included in the
resolution of the Senator from New Hampshire shall be con-
sidered as waived.”

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

And the Benator from New HAmpshire waives all conslderation of
amendments to the statute of the court contained In his substitute,

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator can not waive anything. May
I suggest “ and all consideration of amendments to the statute,
sepurately considered, is waived "?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. What does all that mean?

It should read “ Swanson reser-

“ reservation” or
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Mr. LENROOT. It means, technically, that we will consider
the amendments to the statute that are contained in the
resolution. -

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. It says that the Senator
waives consideration of the amendments to the statute. Now,
the Senator says that that means that we shall consider the
amendments.

Mr. SWANSON. It ought to read “execept as contained "——

Mr. WATSON. “In the Pepper resolution.”

Mr, SWANSON. “In the resolution fo be offered.”

Mr. REED of Missourl. What is the use of putting that in?
The Senator from New Hampshire can waive it by not urging it.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Yes; but what is it that Le
waives? I really am asking for information.

Mr. MOSES. I will say to the Senator that I will waive the
separate consideration of the textual amendments to the statute
of the court which are embraced in the so-called Pepper plan.
In other words, I am not asking the Senate to consider sepa-
rately textual amendments to the statute,

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas, Very well. Now I understand
the modification, and I am for it.

Mr, FLETCHER. Why offer them then?

Mr., MOSES. I will say to the Senator from Florida that I
want to get the whole substitute before the Senate; and if we
pursued the ordinary course, inasmuch as this involves a tex-
tual amendment of the instrument, each one of these textual
amendments would have to be taken up and considered sepa-
rately. I will say further to the Senator from Florida that my
whole notion is that since the juggernaut has been set in
motion I have no desire to impede his progress.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the pro-
posed unanimous-consent agreement.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

That the Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, will now proceed
to the consideration of what is commonly known as the Swanson
reservation, and that in the Commiitee of the Whole any amend-
ment

Mr. BRUCE. Mr, President, I should like to find out, once
for all, whether that word is “reservation” or whether it is
* reservations "—whether it is in the singular or in the plural,

The VICE PRESIDENT. There is an “s” on the end of
the word. It is plural.

The Chief Clerk continued the reading of the proposed unani-
mous-consent agreement, as follows:

known as the Swanson reservations, and that in the Committee of tha
Whole any amendments or reservations which were properly fled
on yesterday before 1 p, m, will also be considered: and that when
the Swanson reservations have been perfected the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr, MosEs] and Mr. WiLLiaus, of Missouri, respectively,
may have the privilege at that time of offering their substitutes which
they have offered; and the Senator from New Hampshire waives all con-
sideration of amendments to the statute of the court contained in his
substitute.

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, I want to say to the Secretary,
In view of the additional emphasis that he placed upon the
words, that I think I am justified in saying he has such a
singular way of pronouncing some words that it is impossible
to tell whether they are singular or whether they are plural,

Mr. WATSON. Let us have them spelled.

The VICE PRESIDENT. I8 there objection?

Mr. REED of Missourf. Mr. President, I am giving my con-
sent to this proposition purely as a matter of procedure, I am
reserving the point that all of the proceedings we are now en-
gaged in are illegal and void, contrary to the Constitution, and
confrary to the rules of the Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the proposed
unanimous-consent agreement? The Chalr hears none, and
the agreement is entered into.

The unanimous-consent agreement as finally reduced to
writing is as follows:

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGRERMEXT

Ordered by wnanimous consent, That the Benate, ns in Committee of
the Whole, will now proceed to the consideration of what is commonly
known us the Swanson reservations, and that in the Committee of the
Whole any amendment or reservations which were properly filed on
yesterday before 1 p. m. will also be considered, and that when the
Bwanson reservations have been perfected the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. Moses] and the Senator from Missouri [Mr. Wic-
L1AMs], respectively, may have the privilege at that time of offering
in the Committee of the Whole the substitutes which they have offered,
and the Senator from New Hampshire waives all consideration of
amendments to the statute of. the court contained in his substitute.
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The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to
consider the reservations proposed to the protocol.

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, under the time limitation I
offer the reservation which I send to the desk as an addi-
tional reservation to Senate Resolution No. 5.

Mr. LENROOT. In accordance with the agreement, the
first Swanson reservation would be the pending question.
Of course, the Senator may offer his proposal and speak
upon it.

IMr. MOSES. To that I offer this reservation as an amend-
ment. ]

AMr. LENROOT. Very well.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the
amendment,

The CmieF CLERE. Mr. Moses offers the following reser-
vation to the protocol of signature of the statute for—

Mr. LENROOT. In accordance with the agreement, I ask
that the first Swanson reservation be stated to the Senate as
the pending question.

Mr. WATSON. That is right.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read the
reservation.

The Crier Crerg. On page 2, line 8, of the modified reso-
lution, reservation No. 1:

That such adherence shall not be taken to invelve any legal rela-
tion on the part of the United Btates to the League of Nations or
the assumption of any obligations by the United States under the
treaty of Versailles.

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, to that I offer the reserva-
tion which I have sent to the desk as an additional paragraph.
and I ask that it may be read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The reservation will be read.

The Cmier Crerk. It is proposed to add, after line 11,
the following as an additional paragraph:

‘Phat the adherence of the United Btates to the statute of the
World Court is conditioned upon the understanding and agreement
that the judgments, decrees, and/or advisory opinions of the court
shall not be enforced by war under any name or in any form what-
EVET.

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, in view of certain representa-
tions which are made to me, I withdraw that reservation for
the minute and ask that the reading proceed.

Mr. HEFLIN obtained the floor.

Mr. KENDRICK. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Alabama
yield to the Senator from Wyoming?

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield to the Senator from Wyoming,

Mr. KENDRICK. 1 desire to present memorials signed by
80 signers of Pinebluff, Wyo., protesting against the entry of
the United States into the World Court. I ask that these me-
morials be referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it will be so
ordered.

Mr. REED of Missourl, Mr. Presldent, I object to the re-
celpt of petitions, memorials, and writings on this subject mat-
ter at this time, when we are under limited time. I could
bring in a wagonload of them.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas, Mr. President, I think I ought
to say for the benefit of the Senator from Wyoming that under
the rules of the Senate a petition can not be presented while a
Senator has the floor for the purpose of discussing a guestion,
except by unanimous consent; and since the Senator from Mis-
gourl objects, I suggest to the Senator from Wyoming that he
withdraw the request.

Mr. EENDRICK. I will withdraw it for the present.

Mr. RORINSON of Arkansas. Of course, the practice has
been prevailing here of presenting petitions under the same cir-
cumstances as now exist: but if the Senator from Missouri
sees fit to object, it can not be done.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, a point of order.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Alabama
yield to the Senator from Florida?

Mr. HEFLIN. 1 yleld.

Mr. FLETCHER. I rise to inquire just what is before the
Senate? Are the Swanson reservations now before the Senate?

Mr. LENROOT. The first one.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Reservation No. 1.

Mr. FLETCHER. Has it been read?

Mr. ASHURST. It has.

Mr. FLETCHER. So that reservation No. 1 is now before
the Senate?

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I desire to say only a word in
regard to the speech the Senator from South Carolina [Mr,
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Brease] delivered here yesterday. The Senator seems to have
missed entirely the point that I made in my speech a few days
ago. I was not trying to prevent the Senator from paying any
eulogy that he might desire to pay to Senator Lodge. I was
simply calling the Senator's attention to the fact that he at-
tacked and criticized President Wilson here in the Senate, a
man who was born in the South, and who, while President, "
placed four southern men in his Cabinet. He was ecriticized
most severely in some other sections of the country because,
they said, he had put “the South in the saddle.” 1 was criti-
cizing the Senator for attacking President Wilson in one breath
and eulogizing Senator Lodge in the next breath; and I cited
the fact that one of the most outstanding things in Mr. Lodge's
career was his effort to pass the force bill of despised memory
\ghlgll would have destroyed Anglo-Saxon civilization in the
outh,

If the Senator from South Carolina prefers to eulogize a
leading Republican, rather than praise a great Democratic
President and one of the greatest men the Nation has ever
produced, that is his business. Every man to his taste; and if
the Senator desires to do that, he is at liberty to do so.

The Senator was mistaken when he said that the South had
ordered cloture. We have not applied cloture. The rule that we
have invoked 1s not cloture. We have not stopped debate. We
have simply limited debate, and we have shown by that action
that the Senate has rules now under which it can transact
business without changing the rules at all, We undertook fo
get an agreement as to when debate should close and a vote be
had, but the opposition SBenators would not agree. It would
be ridiculous for sensible men, men entitled to sit in thizs bady,
to sit here throughout a session and permit one man by his
objection to prevent the Senate from voting on an important
question. The reason for adopting the rule that we invoked
on yesterday was to meet just such a situation as that. We
were simply providing ways and means for getting a vote on
a question that has been before the Senate for three years.

Mr. President, let me remind you, lest we forget, that the
World War cost the United States nearly $40,000,000,000, and we
were in it only 18 months. But that is not all that it cost. It
takes more than money to satisfy the thirst and hunger of
this ernel and remorseless monster called war. He was not
satisfied until he had called from the peaceful pursuits of life
4,000,000 brave American boys into training camps to prepare
for action in the bloodiest war of the ages. He broke the
bodies of thousands of them on a foreign battle field, and left
them lame and halt for life. He struck down and brutally
murdered tens of thousands of them, and buried them in a
strange land 38,000 miles from home. He silenced the voices,
closed the eyes, and stopped the heart beats of 300,000 brave
American boys, and hung crépe on the doorposts of 300,000
American homes, where fathers and mothers, sisters, brothers,
and sweethearts still long—

# * * For the touch of a vanished hand
And the sound of a voice that is still!

He caused the war-cursed countries of the Old World to re-
sound with the cries of widows and orphans, and he filled all
Europe with lamentations and sorrow. He murdered 10,000,000
boys, and destroyed the peace and happiness of many millions
more. He slew more men in one brief murderous rampage than
all the wars of the past have slain in all the history of the
human race.

Senators, is it not time to do something fo prevent war in
the future? That is not all that this war monster has done,
He devoured more than half the wealth of the world. YWhen
he began to destroy life and property on such a colossal scale
he did not confine his eruel activities to land. He went out
upon the high seas and murdered people who were carrying
food and clothing to human beings in distress, He sunk mer-
chant ships engaged in international trade, and disturbed and
crippled the commerce of nearly, if not quite all, the nations
of the earth. He sent to the bottom of the sea thousands of
tons of food supplies being carried to starving women and
children. He trampled under foot the most sacred inter-
national agreements, and denied fo the free peoples of the
earth the use of the free seas. With the destructive implements
of modern war, in his first experience with poisonous gas,
liquid fire, shrapnel, giant field guns, airplanes, and submarines,
this monster called war in foug years' time killed 10,000,000
boys and consumed half the wealth of the world. Will not this
astounding fact awaken us to the importance of doing some-
thing to prevent war?

Lord God of hosts, be with ns yet,
Lest we forget.

Senators, have you forgotten how the World War broke
out without a moment’s warning, and how much we deplored
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it, and how we trled to remain out of it, and how we were
drawn into it against our wish and over our protest? Have
vou forgotten the terrible price that we pafd in blood and
treasure to put down a war that we had nothing to do with
bringing on? If, as matters now stand, a war is commenced in
Europe, and we are forced fo join with other nations to help
put it down, is it not the part of prudence and wisdom, when
that war is ended, that we should form an association of peace-
loving nations for the purpose of using our influence to dis-
courage and, 1f possible, to prevent the recurrence of another
such war? ,Is it not better in time of peace to join in with
other nations that love peace in the matter of promoting peace
rather than to wait until the lessous of the last war shall have
been forgotten? i

When the armistice was signed and hostilities ceased, this
grim monster, laughing with ghoulish glee at the misery he
had produced and the ruin he had wrought, said:

You are not through with me yet. Those who remained at home
in field and factory and in the marts of trade shall be stripped of
thelr substance by conscienceless money lords, hiding behind the smoke
screens of a panic that they will have an excuse to ralse because of
war,

His prophecy came true. Here in the United States business
was paralyzed, factories elosed. The hum of wheels and the
roar of industry ceased. Seven million men and women were
driven from profitable employment. Thousands of merchants
were driven into bankruptcy, while banks failed by the hun-
dreds. The cattlemen and grain growers of the West and the
cotton producers of the South were held np and robbed of the
accumulations of a lifetime. They used the smoke screen of
a panic in the aftermath of war to hide behind while they
filched from the hands of patriotic men and women the Gov-
ernment bonds they had bought to help their country win the
war. They sent thelr agents over the country buying up the
bonds for $80, $8214, and $85 on the hundred. So those who
responded to the call of duty and supported their Government
in the hour of its peril were punished and robbed through a
pani¢ which war had enabled greed and avarice to produce.

CITY OF REFUGE

Following the World War the money lords of England did
as the money lords did here, locked up the money supply, con-
tracted the currency, and deflated credits, precipitaied a money
pani¢, and started an economic warfare between poor tenants
and landed aristocracy, between capital and labor, that has
filled the statesmen of old England with a feeling of unrest,
uncertainty, and dread, and has caused uneasiness even to (he
head that wears the crown.

O croel and brutal war, how many crimes by reason of and
incident to your murderous activities have been visited upon
the children of men!

The war presented opportunities for extortion and graft upon
the Government, and conscienceless profiteers here at home hid
behind the smoke sereens of war and, In ways that were dark
and devious, filched many millions of dollars from the Treas-
ury of the United States. War 1s a despicable and costly thing
to patriots always, but it is a welcome and profituble institu-
tion to some. Paul was right when he said—

The love of money is the root of all evil.

There were money lovers in America who seemed glad that
the World War had come. Many of them took advantage of
their country’s misfortune, and in the hour of its peril held
the Government up and rejolced that they, through erafty and
corrupt practices, were able to boast that they had made their
millions, To them war means an opportunity and an invita-
tion to enrich themselves at the expense of their country.

What care they for wrongs and crimes?
It is dimes and dollars, dollars and dimes,

They do not want a world court or an international tri-
bunal of any kind that will prevent war. They care more for
the money that they can make out of war than they do for all
the lives of all the boys that may be sacrificed in war.

General Sherman was right when he said: “ War is hell.”
And yet the war of his day was as a May morning zephyr when
compared to the iron storms of the great World War. That
war was the most cruel, the most costly, and the most de-
structive of all the wars of the past. War has become so
dangerous and deadly that it behgoves every intelligent and
peace-loving nation of the earth to become keenly interested
and whole-heartedly active in establishing and keeping alive a

- world influence that will constantly be on guard, doing all in
its power to discouraze and prevent war.

Senators, we go into international agreements and have Inter-
national understandings about our commerce and our interna-
tional trade. Are not the peace and happiuess of our people,
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the protectlon and prosperity of our boys, as dear to us as the
sale of the products of our farms and mines and factories?
Why is it that when we suggest that the nations get together:
on some international plan for the prevention of war that cer-
tain people and certain interests cry out against it? It is be-
cause war furnishes an opportunity to some people to make
millions on war supplies of various kinds while the war is in
progress and furnishes an opportunity and an excuse for others
to interfere with the finances of the country, to paralyze busi-
ness and produce financial panies in order to rob the people
when the war is over. It is, I think, safe to say that 100,000
men here in the United States during the war and after the
war made, by reason of the war, hundreds of millions of dol-
lars. It is safe to say that these people are against any kind
of international agreements that will promote peace and prevent
war. These people and these inferests want to leave us stand-
ing aloof, isolated, so that when an inviting war situation
presents itself anywhere they can do whatever is necessary to
plunge this country into war. All they have to do now is to
have somebody somewhere fire upon the United States flag or
upon an American ship somewhere at sea and then we are
immediately drawn into the war. Why not think of the boys
in our American homes who must go out to battle and dle when
war comes? Why not consider the happiness of the families
from which these boys will be called? One of the greatest
gquestions that now confronts the world is how to prevent war
in the future.

I had rather the constituted authorities of my country wonld
aid in sefting up a world court or some other international
peace tribunal to discourage and prevent war than to stand
aloof and withhold my country’s aid and influence from the
cause of peace, and, having denied her the right to have a voice
in preventing war, leave her course to be determined by design-
ing men to whom war offers opportunities to make millions.

I had rather that those whom the people have chosen to
represent them In the Congress and in the White House .wonld
provide a way for the United States to be helpful in establish-
ing a plan for promoting peace .nd preventing war rather than
to be indifferent, and in refusing to take an affirmative stand
on the side of world peace permit my country’s peace and war
status to be left hanging in the balance and determined by
those who make money by reason of war. I repeat, if a war
starts anywhere now, those who make millions out of war
can do the thing necessary to involve us in such a war.

We want a world tribunal doing all in its power at all times
to promote peace and prevent war. No higher service could
be rendered to the human race. Hereafter, if war is threatened
anywhere on earth, the World Court’s influence will be imme-
diately felt to prevent it. Not only that, but the whole world
will be informed as fo the frue situation and kept informed as
to the influences used and the plans suggested to prevent war.

If such a tribunal had been in existence prior to 1914, the
cruel and murderous World War, with all its infamies and
horrors, would have never occurred.

The people of the United States are a peace-loving people.
We do not wish to interfere with or harm in the least any other
nation, and when we join with other nations to promote peace
and prevent war we do not in any manner whatever surrender
any of our rights as citizens of the United States or any of our
rights as a government. We are simply, as a people, taking
a stand on the side of peace and against war and desiring to
do what we can along with other peace-loving nations to pre-
vent war, and ‘we are willing to pay the expenses of our repre-
sentative on the World Court and our fair share of the running
expenses of such an dnterrational tribunal, whatever you wish
to call it.

The World War came, and we were drawn into it, and we had
no volee in preventing it, but it cost us in money many billions
of dollars, and when the war ended it was costing $1,000,000 an
hour, and $1,000,000-is more money than it will cost all the
nations in the World Court to keep it going in the cause of
peace for a whole year. It will not cost as much to operate it
and keep it going for 10 years as the World War was costing
just before it ended to keep it going for 10 hours,

The able Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Tysox] has pointed
out that our part of the expenses in keeping the World Court
going will be only $30,000 a year.

This tribunal is simply a world watchman on the tower,
where none has ever been before, keeping the nations of the
earth informed as to every move that affects the lives of human
beings and the peace and happiness of the world. I repeat that
in joining in a world movement to promote peace and pre-
vent war we do not surrender a single right that is ours
under the Constitution of the United States. Our domestic
affairs remain just where they were. All domestic questions,
like immigration, for instance, will be settled by us and nobody
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else. So far as the United States is concerned, under this
plan no war could ever come that would involve us unless and
until the United States Congress should declare war. So we
are just where we were before, so far as our home problems
are concerned. Mr. President, in jolning this international
tribunal we are not hurt in any particular, but we are greatly
helped and benefited by being placed in position to know what
is going on, and especially in having an opportunity to use
our influence in preventing war.

Some Senators will support a world movement to stamp out
and prevent the spread of the foot-and-mouth disease among
horses and mules and ecattle, but they will speak here till they
almost fall in their tracks in opposition to a world movement
against & monster that devoured 10,000,000 boys in less than
four years' time and erippled and disabled many millions more.

Here is what President Coolidge said about the World Court
in his message to Congress:

This court would provide a practical and convenient tribunal before
which we could go voluntarily, but to which we could not be sum-
moned.

This World Court is set up for the purpose of having and
keeping in existence a peace tribunal to which the nations of
the earth can go and settle their differences without going
to war.

Mr. President, perhaps the most perfect government that ever
existed was the theocracy established by God himself. In it
was a city of refuge to which the poor and oppressed or any
person attacked or sought to be injured could flee for safety.
His enemies might pursue him, but if he ever once reached
the city of refuge they dared not lay their hands upon him.

1 want to see my country do her part in ereating a great
international city of refuge to which the war-weary nations of
the earth can go without the shedding of blood and settle their
differences in the halls of peace.

We solemnly promised onr boys, those who died on a foreizn
battle field and those who were spared the terrible fate of their
departed ecomrades, that if they would put down that war we
would do everything in our power to prevent the recurrence of
another such war. That promise has not been kept. I had
rather be classed with those who contributed to peace and
human happiness, to safeguarding and prolonging the lives of
the youth of all lands, than to bask in the approving smiles of
the time-serving, war-promoting international highwaymen of
the earth.

Mr. President—

Once to every man and nation comes the moment to declde
- In the strife of truth with falsehood for the good or evil side.

Every day about the hospitals, in the parks, and in the streets
of Washington we can see the effects of the last terrible war in
the lame and halt and blind. They remind ns—some of ns—of
our promise to do what we could to prevent war in the future,
and some of nus are reminded that that promise has not been
kept. Some of us feel that if foreign countries are good enough
to fight with in order to put an end to a war that was forced
upon us that they are now good enough to cooperate with in
time of peace purely and wholly for the purpose of preventing
another such war. Again, let me ask, Have Senators forgotten
that the last war was the most expensive and most destructive
of all the wars of the world? That it was costing a million
dollars an hour in the closing days of the war? Have Senators
forgotten that that war forced us to draft 4,000,000 men and
gacrifice more than 300,000 brave boys on the altar of war?
1 ask again, Have they forgotten that that war cost the United
States nearly $40,000,000,0007 Jefferson said, “ Preach a ecru-
sade against ignorance.” When I recall the pain and misery
and bloody butchery of the last war—its poison gas, liquid fire,
and death-dealing shrapnel, its staggering cost in blood and
treasure—I feel it to be my duty and the duty of my country
to preach a crusade against war.

Eight years have come and gone since the curtain went down
on the bloodiest war of the ages. It was the most eruel and
most destructive war in all history. Not thousands and hun-
dreds of thousands, but millions of men went down to death
through the slaughterhouse of that terrible war. It sent the
death angel into milllons of homes! It called our boys from
home, loved ones, and the joys of peace to die in a war that
should never have broken out in the Old World. Where are
the 10,000,000 boys that were living in 19147 Call the roll!
And the mournful answer comes—dead! Ten million boys in
four years' time passed through the valley of the shadow of
death.

Senators, they loved life, those boys growing up toward man’s
estate, and they had a right to live. But war, grim and mon-
strous murderer, plucked them out of the ranks of the living,
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broke their young bodles, and drank their life blood. Call the
roll! The answer comes ten millions missing—dead in battle—
dead! Ten million human beings, made in God's image, bru-
tally murdered in the morning of life, and that is the terrible
toll of just one war!

Mr. President, war dwarfs and starves little children. It
murders the youth of the country and robs and destroys the
homes of the people. It is the cruel and brutal agent of oppres-
sion and tyranny. Ifs musie, the tread of armies, the thunder
of artillery, and the groans and wails of the wounded and the
dying. In its wake lie broken hearts and ruined homes, and its
path is red with human blood and paved with dead men’s bones.
It has torn down the habitations of the people and destroyed
the peace and happiness of millions.

When the World War was raging the man power and finan-
clal resources of our country were called upon as never before
in our history. Then we were doing everything in our power
to end the war in victory and declaring it to be our duty and
purpose when the war was ended to lead in a movement to
establish an international tribunal to make another such war
impossible. Then this raging monster called war was feeding
on the pick and flower of the manhood of the nations and en-
dangering the liberty of the world. And then the Congress of
the United States was making ready to call into the service
every physically fit boy and man between the ages of 18 and 45
years. Then, when submarines were destroying hundreds of
shiploads of food and threatening with starvation the allied
armies and the allied nations, the Congress of the United States
established Government supervision over the food supply of our
own country, and the orders of Government agents telling us
what to eat and what not to eat were sent into the homes of a
hundred millions of people. All this was forced upon us by a
war which never would have started if we had had an inter-
national peace tribunal or World Court.

Nearly everything is in a way a risk and a venture. When
our fathers and mothers were making ready to come over to
America in the early days they were warned against such an
adventure. They were told that Indians were here, and they
would all be murdered, but they came. Yes; and they warned
and fried to frighten our forefathers against an attempt to
achieve their independence.

I recall, Mr, President, statements made by the pessimistie
prophets of evil in connection with what oceurred in the days
of the thirteen Colonies when Washington was leading the
colonists in the War of the Revolution. Those prophets of eyil
were here and they said Washington was foolish, that he was
going off on a wild-goose chase and attempting the impossible,
that we could not achieve our independence. And I recall that
in those days in the city of New York they even burned Wash-
ington in effigy and erected a leaden statue to George III. Dut
after the scales fell from their eyes and they no longer looked
as through a glass darkly, they tore down the statue of George
IIT and melted it into bullets and fired them into the ranks
of the British Army. Then they hailed Washington as their
chieftain and as their deliverer. But it seems that we must
have these pessimistic prophets of evil with us always.

Now, Mr. President, I want to ask and answer in plain Eng-
lish some questions about the World Conrt.

FOURTEEN QUESTIONS AND ANBWERS

First. Does the entrance of the United States into the World
Court, safeguarded as it is by the Swanson reservations, In
any manner whatever glve that court jurisdiction over any of
our domestic rights and interests? No.

Second. Does the entrance of the United States into the
World Court in any way give that court jurisdiction over any
question of dispute between the United States and any other
nation unless the United States shall hereafter by govern-
mental action specifically give her consent to have such a ques-
tion submitted to and considered by the World Court? No.

Third. Is it specifically set out and provided for in the meas-
ure creating and governing the World Court with the Swanson
reservations, which have been agreed upon, that that court
shall not take or have jurisdiction over any dispute between
one nation and another unless both nations request and agree
that it shall do so? Yes,

Fourth. Can the World Court consider and pass judgment
upon any case where the interests of the United States would
be affected unless the United States Government consents for
it to do so? No.

Fifth. If the United States becomes a member of the World
Court, will that fact in any way confer upon the World Court .
or upon any other international tribunal in any way connected
with the World Court the right or power to direct or ever
suggest that the United States shall furnish money and arms
to help prosecute any war anywhere? No.
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Sixth, If the United States does become a member of the
World Court, does she do so with the understanding that the
status of all her rights and interests as a nation shall remain
the same as before she became a member? Yes,

Seventh, If the United States becomes a member of the
World Court, will such membership in any way deprive the
people of the United States of the right which is theirs under
the Constitution to have their Congress determine at all times
and under all circumstances just when war shall or shall not
be declared? No.

Eighth. Is there any power anywhere in the provisions of the
measure creating and governing the World Court that can
take or that even undertakes to take away from the Government
of the United States her right to determine by herself and for
herself at all times when she will or will not go to war? No.

Ninth. Is there any provision under which the temporary
representatives of the nations of the earth in the World
Court, including those of the United States, could agree upon,
even if they wanted to, that would or could deprive the people
of the United States of their constitutional right to have their
Congress, and no power but the Congress, to say when and
under what circumstances war shall be declared? No.

Tenth. Then is it our desire and purpose in creating the
World Court to establish an international tribunal to provide
a place to which disagreements between oune nation and an-
other may be carried by the consent of both nations in a
sincere effort to arbitrate and adjust such differences in the
interest of right and justice and peace? Yes.

Eleventh. Is it true that the providing of a world court or
international arbitration board where international disputes
ean be carried and settled is for the purpose of encouraging
seftlement of differences by arbitration and discouraging and
preventing war and therefore for the purpose of saving the
lives of hundreds of thousands of human beings who would
surely die if war should come? Yes.

Twelfth. Then the purpose in creating a world court is fo
provide a place where international disputes may be settled
and can be settled in a peaceful way if both parties interested
agree to submit their cause to the court? Yes.

Thirteenth. Is not such a court, ereated by the will and com-
mon consent of the nations, providing a place to which dis-
agreements between one nation and another may be taken if
both nations agree, a wonderful step forward in the interest of
world peace? Yes.

Fourteenth. Is not this attempt on the part of more than
two-thirds of the Senate to set up an international peace
tribunal or World Court, to which nations may go with the
digputes between one nation and another and ask that they
be settled without going to war and killing hundreds, thou-
sands, and maybe millions of human beings, in keeping with the
teachings of Jesus of Nazareth, the Prince of Peace? Yes.

Then why not go in and let our influence be felt on the side
of peace and against war?

WORLD FEACH

Senators, have you forgotten the sad and exciting scenes
witnessed all over the United States when our boys first heard
the call to arms and bade father and mother, wife, and sweet-
heart good-by as they went away into a foreign land to help
put down a war that they did not bring about and could not
prevent? We saw them go away buoyant and strong, with a
look of determination on thelr faces and the light of battle
in their eyes. They gave a good account of themselves on the
battle fields of France. They performed their duty with last-
ing credit to themselves and enduring honor to their counfry.
They did their part and cur country did its part in puiting
down that war. Will we now fail to do our part in joining
with other nations to prevent the appearance of another such
war? Shall we, the greatest single peace force in all the world
now, stand aloof and refuse to unse our national good will and
influence along with other nations in an international movement
to prevent war in the future? Senators, have you forgotten
how the casualty list of our dead and wounded grew from the
time we entered the conflict till the close of that terrible war?
Do we no longer remember how American fathers and mothers
read that list every morning in the newspapers, and read it
with fear and trembling each day, praying as they read that
their boy's name would not appear in the list of the slain.

Mr; President, the Congress that has the power to declare
war and the power to compel the citizen to leave his home and
loyed ones to go to the battle front and give his life, if need be,
in the cause of his country, ought not now to hesitate to permit
the country to use its moral influence in time of peace to
oppose and if possible prevent war. If we were willing to eall
4,000,000 of our boys into the military service and willing
to expend billions of dollars in helping to end a foreign war
that slapped our Nation in the face and forced us to fight
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to protect and defend our own rights and liberties, we shonld
be quick and eager now to give the weight of our influence to
an international movement in which the same foreign nations—
those who fought side by side with us in the World War—are
found striving to create an International peace movement to
prevent another such war. I am in faver of having a repre-
sentative of the United States sitting in an international peace
tribunal, ever lifting his voice and using his influence on the
side of peace.

We helped to end the last war. Let us now join in with other
nations and do everything that we can to prevent war in the
future. Medical science in its fight against disease is more
concerned to-day In preventive measures than anything else.
How to keep the human race well and fit for the duties and
responsibilities of life is the paramount question,

Time was when the demon of typhoid fever stalked abroad
in the land spreading terror amongst the people and Kkilling
thousands and tens of .thousands. But the crusading men of
genius and vision in the medical world declared that they wonld
carry on their fight against him until they could enable every
home in America to fortify itself against his secret and in-
sidious attacks and render him helpless and harmless. They
succeeded in doing that. They can inject a serum into the
human body and prevent the person so treated from having
typhoid fever at all.

There was another demon in the old days called diphtheria.
He crept noiselessly and unseen into the homes of all christen-
dom and blew his poisonous breath into the mouth and nos-
trils: of sleeping babes, sending into their little tender throats
the disease germs of certain death. And the men of the
medical world set themselves to the task of preventing dipth-
theria, and to the joy of every father and mother in all christen-
dom they have succeeded in doing so.

Senators, another demon known as tetanus in medical phrase-

ology, but known generally as *lockjaw " amongst the people.
He used to quietly ereep upon those whe had been wounded in
their daily work in the peaceful pursuit of life and drop in the
poisonons germs of death. Men of the medical world continued
their warfare upon tetanus, or lockjaw, until they have not
only provided a certain cure but a serum that will make the
patient immune to the disease ever after. But, Mr. President,
some of the doctors in those days warned fathers and mothers
and patients not to even think of trying the new remedy, but
the fathers and mothers who saw the old remedies fail said no
harm can come in trying the new.
* The time to prepare against war is in time of peace. As I
said in substance a moment ago, the United States Government
is spending thousands and hundreds of thousands of dollars to
protect our horses, mules, and cattle against the spread of the
dreadful foof and mouth disease, and I repeat we are cooperat-
ing with other nations and spending hundreds of thousands of
dollars to protect our hogs and preserve their lives against the
ravages of hog cholera. What are we doing to cooperate with
other nations to prevent war and preserve the lives of our
American boys?

President Wilson is the first man that ever started an effec-
tive world movement against war. Through the hitherto long
and unchallenged reign of war nations have burdened and op-
pressed their people with taxes to provide for and carry on
war. President Wilson taught the world the importance and
feasibility of organizing the peace-loving nations of the earth
into a mighty world force to promote peace and prevent war.
He broke his health and shortened his life preaching a ernsade
against war and urging the creation of a world tribunal to
secure and keep the peace of the world.

Senators, the gloomy and pessimistic prophets of evil would
have us believe that the foreign countries, almost ruined
financially and bled white by the World War, are not interested
in preventing war but are simply setting a trap for us, the
people who won the war, saved their lives, saved their coun-
tries, and saved the liberty of the world; that they are now
simply seeking to Injure and cripple us, the most liberty loving
and greatest peace force in all the world. Remember that
ten millions of their sons have been murdered by war in the
last 10 years. Are we, as intelligent men—men worthy to sit
in this body—to accept the theory that the bereaved fathers
and mothers, sisters and brothers, wives and sweethearts across
the sea are really trying to inveigle us into doing something
that will produee wars rather than prevent them—are trying
to provide means by which their peace and happiness may be
destroyed, and their sons, husbands, and sweethearts may be
k_illegl by the millions in the future? How absurd and ridicu-
lous

I am convinced that a real peace plan with the United States
in it will gnarantee the peace of the world for at least a
hundred years, and the money that is belng taken from the
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people of foreign nations to provide for and carry on war will
be spent, much of it, for cotton and meat and grain and other
things produced in the United States.

Christ told his disciples to go into a certain city and enter
the homes of the people; and if they would not receive them
and the truth they brought, to withdraw and shake the dust
off their feet as they departed.

Senators wonder why we should want to go into the World
Court, and then provide that we may withdraw if we want
to do 0. We are offering them our good offices; we shall be
gitting there for the purpose of promoting peace; but if we
find that the court is organized for some other purpose we have
the right and we have the way provided through which we
can get out. Mr. President, if we should not declare our right
to get out, then these pessimistic prophets of evil would com-
plain because of our failure to do so. They are very hard to
please, indeed.

Oppouents of the World Court resolution ask, “ Why go into
the court at all? Why not stay as we have always been?"”
Mr, President, the effort to create an international peace
tribunal for the purpose of promoting peace in the world has
been made necessary by the horrors and sorrows of the great
World War.

Modern war has become the deadliest enemy of the human
race.

Again I say, how to prevent war in the future is the
greatest problem confronting the human race to-day.

The number of human beings killed and the amount of
money spent during the last great war have convinced the
peace-loving nations of the earth that they must unite their
strength in a world-wide movement to prevent war in the
future.

It is quite natural that such a movement shounld follow the
great World War.

Those of you who are trying to keep the nations divided and
standing apart are playing into the hands of those who profit
by war. You ecan not stop this great movement. God is in it,
and above the noise and confusion sought to be created by
some of the opponents of this measure we can hear the voice
of the Master:

Blessed are the peacemakers, for they shall be called the children of
God.

You can not stop this movement which looks to * Peace on
earth and good will to men.”

If you dam up the river of progress, at your cogt and peril let it be.
It will break down your dam and, despite you, make its way on to
the sea.

The men and women of vision, Mr. President, and the men
and women of faith are the ones who have been of real value
to the human race. Everyone who knows anything knows that
we had nothing to do with bringing on the last great war.
We were here at home attending to our own business: but we
were drawn into that war when we were here at home attending
to our own business, and we had fto form an alliance with
other nations to fight that war to the end, and we pledged
every dollar that we had and every drop of blood to help put
that war down.

And may we not, in all propriety, now join with our allies
and other peace-loving nations to help keep war down?

May we not now, in all propriety, go in and sit with other
peace-loving nations, and by our presence show that we are not
only ready and willing but anxious to use our influence on the
gide of peace?

The old system, with its secret diplomacy and hidden in-
trigues, constituted the hotbed and breeding place of war.

We are seeking to get away from the old system, we are
seeking to have all international cards laid upon the table and
have all international agreements openly arrived at, and we
are asking that all the decisions of the World Coart shall be
made public. Are not all these things desirable and com-
mendable?

We are setting up this international tribunal for the purpose
of uniting the peace-loving forces of the earth into a world-
wide movement to promote peace and prevent war.

Are not all these things desirable? Senafors, in the name
of the boys now living and of millions yet unborn, I appeal to
you to join with us in supporting this world tribunal to pre-
vent war, -

War, this grim and murderous monster, does not call fo
battle the weak and feeble men of a country. He calls the
strong and vigorous, the pick and flower of its manhood; and
wherever he breathes forth his blighting, poisonous breath and
lifts his deadly band there are suffering, sorrow, and death.
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Mr. President, those who make millions out of war do not
want to put out of commission or destroy the agencies that
create war. A few years ago, here in the United States, the
wolf problem became one of great moment to the flockmasters
or sheep raisers of the West. Great droves of wolves devoured
sheep by hundreds and thousands. The sheep owners employed
scores of men to gnard their sheep and shoot the wolves, but
the wolf problem was too great and too expensive for them
to solve it by themselves, so they called upon the Government
of the United States to help in the war of wolf extermination,
The Government employed men to go there and stay there until
that work was done.

But, Mr. President, there is a strange and interesting story
to the effect that when more than three-fourths of the wolves
had been killed, and wolf extermination was about to be aec-
complished, it suddenly dawned upon these Government agents
that if they killed off all the western wolves they would =oon
be out of a job, so after that for quite a while they did not
shoot to kill but indulged only in friendly firing, just enongh
to frighten the wolves away from the sheep, while giving the
wolf pack time to inerease their numbers and keep the agents
on the pay roll of the Government.

But the western sheep owners discovered after a while that
the wolf shooters sent out there by the Government were more
interested in keeping enough wolves alive, to keep their jobs
intact and their salaries going, than they were in protecting
the property of the western sheep raiser or in annihilating the
great enemy of the western sheep.

So it is, Mr. President, with those who make money out of
war. They do not want any tribunal anywhere that will put
them out of business. War to them is a delightful thing. It
means millions and hundreds of millions of dollars in their
pockets. Thelr money is being spent in a secret way now, and
their propaganda is being circulated in the name of misleading
societies here in a desperate effort to keep us out of the World
Court. They know that if this great, peace-loving Nation ever
takes her place at the council table of an international peace
tribunal, war, with all its horrors, is doomed for many years
o come,

Through their secret and cleverly disguised propaganda they
have deceived some good men and women into believing that
it would be an unfortunate and dangerous thing for the United
States to give her assurance to the other peace-loving nations
of the earth that she is ready to lend her moral influence to a
worid movement to promote peace and prevent war; that she
is ready to let the world know that she is positively on the side
of peace and against war.

The last great war—the World War—was not a local war.
It was an international war and it required international
agreements and alliances to put it down. Are we not now
justified in going into an international tribunal in time of
peace for the purpose of advising and urging that all nations
settle their disputes by arbitration rather than by war?

In view of our recent sad and very costly experience in the
great World War, is it not our duty to do what we can and .
employ every legitimate and peaceful means at our command
to prevent the coming of another such war?

President Wilson, the brilliant, masterful, and victorious
Commander in Chief of our Army and Navy during the great
World War, promised our boys and their fathers and mothers
that he would do all in his power to prevent the recurrence of
another such war. He kept his pledge, and the efforts that he
put forth are bearing fruit to-day; and while the World Court
is not altogether the peace plan that he suggested, it is a world
plan for world peace.

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. Swanxsox], who has led this
fight and who has done more than anyone else here or now
living to establish an international peace tribunal, has sub-
mitted reservations which will in every particular protect and
safeguard the Monroe doctrine, our domestic concerns, and our
national sovereignty.

Mr, President, Austin Phelps said:

As goes America, so goes the world.

Then, since America iz at last about to take her stand on the
gide of international peace, I believe that we are justified in
predicting a long and uninterrupted reign of world peace.

In our efforts to establish a peace tribunal where we can
have international disputes settled by arbitration and without
the shedding of a single human being’s blood are we not doing
the will. of the Master, who preached, “Teace on earth and
good will to men” ? Are not those of us who fayor a fair and

peaceful settlement of international disputes, instead of resort-
ing to war and killing human beings, justified in asking the
question of those who oppose us, * Who is on the Lord's side?”
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The inspired word of God in the old Bible tells us of a day
that iz to come when—

They shall beat their swords into plowshares and their spears into
pruning hooks; nation shall not 1ift up sword against nation, neither
shall they learn war any more,

Mr. President, the question that we are about to determine
is whether the United States will take her stand on the side
of those who are seeking to promote peace in the world or con-
tinue to stand by the old war-breeding system, which has just
recently produced the most destructive war in the history of
the human race,

No one here is more anxious than I am to protect and
safeguard in every particular our American rights and inter-
ests, and I have been instrumental in having our national
interests protected in every way. I do not want to see my
country moving out among the nations for the purpose of con-
quest or military glory, but I do want to see her opposing
war and preaching the gospel of peace amongst the nations, and
pointing the way, as Henry Grady, of Georgia, said. up which
all the nations of the earth shall come in God's appointed time.

Ameriea, incarnated spirit of liberty, with good will toward
all nations and malice toward none, but with a prayer for peace
on earth and good will to men, we bid her onward and ever on—

'Til the volce of war is stilled,
'Til the haven of peace Is won
And the purpose of God fuilfilled.

Mr. BLEASE. Mr. President, I congratulate the distin-
guished Senator from Alabama on delivering what I believe to
be the strongest defense that I have ever heard of the position
of those who opposed the late war, and the greatest denuncia-
tion that I have heard pronounced against those who voted
for it.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I am sure all Senators want
to have a vote reached as soon as possible, and 1 do not wish
to take the time of the Senafe. I have received a number of
letters urging me to vete for the World Court and some urging
me to vote against it. I ask permission to place in the Recorp
my reply to these letters, to save time,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Coreraxp in the chair).
Without objeetion, it will be so ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

My Dear Str: I have your letter relative to the World Court and
shall always be glad to have your views on this or any other maiter,
as I have a high regard for you and appreciate your friendship.

The year before my lnst election 1 visited every county in Georgia
and spoke at the courthouse and In most of the towns. In every
speech I referred to the horrors of war, with its sorrow and anguish,
and told the people that I would vote in favor of this ecourt of justice
to prevent war if I did not receive one vote for reelection to the
United States Senate. 1 feel it my duty to earry out the promises I
make to the people of my State.

Under the Constitution only Senators and Representatives in Con-
gress can vote to declare war and send our boys to the battle field.
My predecessor in the Senate voted for war, but I pray I may never
have to do so. If the world could only have had a court of justice
to arbjtrate differences between natlons in 1914, the lives of a hundred
thousand American boys and millions of other lives lost In the last
war could have been saved. Do you not think I ought to do some-
thing to prevent another such war? I know the horrors of war
through my correspondence with the fathers and mothers of thousands
of Georgia soldier boys I have helped with their claims.

I vislied the cemeteries In France and saw the graves of thousands
of brave Anierican boys, and the boy I loved the best in all the world,
my brother's only child and the youngest captain in the Army, was
killed in Prance. You ean understand why I should be so opposed to
war, and when mwy term is over I can look in the faces of the mothers
and tell them that it was my privilege to help find a way to arbitrate
our differences so as to save their boys from death on the battle field.

When you or your neighbors differ about matters, or if two farmers
are In dispute about the location of a lot line, or twe business men
disagree about a business transaction, you do not get your gun and
kill the men with whom you differ. You go to the courthouse and
both submit your side of the case to a jury of 12 men and ablde by
their decision instead of killing each other. Why should our country,
if it bas a difference with another couniry, send our boys to war
instead of having an opportunity to submit our differences to 11 un-
biased men, just as we submlt our domestic differences to a Jury of
127 If anyone was so unwise as to urge that we abolish juries to
settle our differences and go back to killing each other with pistols
and shotguns, no one would vote for such a change—certainly no
Christian people would think of doing such a thing. Why not prevent
our country going to war by arbitrating our differences with other
nations before an impartial tribunal?
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I have done eVerything I could to- prevent foreigners from over-
flowing our shores and as a member of the Immigration Committee
wlll continue to do my utmost to keep them out. Senator Jim REEp,
of Missourl, who is leading the fight against the World Court, differed
with me in this and strongly opposed the immigration bill whieh 1
supported. I think there is a thousand times more danger to our
country from overflow of Europeans than there would be in arbitrat-
ing such differences as we wish to submit to a court. From state-
ments contained in several letters that I have received, the World
Court s entirely misunderstood by some. Some letters say the
The majority
of the judges on the court are not Catholies. I received thousends of
letters from Protestant ministers and members of Protestant churches
urging me to support this ecourt of justice, but have not received a
single letter from a Catholic priest urging my support. The Baptlsts,
Methodists, Presbyterlans, Episcopalians, Unitarians, Christians, and
all Protestant ehurches are supporting it.

The conditions under which we shall support this court are plainly
and clearly set forth. One is that the court can not consider any
case or question in which the United States Is Interested in any
manner without consent of the United States. Another condition is
that at any time by a majority vote of Congress we ecan withdraw
from the court. Domestic questions, such as immigration, citizenship,
Monroe doctrine, and like questions, can not be submitted to this
court. Another condition is that we in no way become associated
with the League of Nations by becoming a member of the court,

I feel sure you have been misinformed about the conditions under
which we shall join the court and that after careful study of condi-
tlons and reservations yon will approve my voting for the measure
with the hope of preventing our Georgia boys ever having to go to
another war.

Sincerely yours,

Mr. GILLETT. Mr. President, I am sorry that the original
Swanson reservations have been changed at all. It does not
seem to me that the changes and additions have added ma-
terially to the security of the United States. In my opinion
they are quite superfluous, and they make our adherence to
the court look somewhat suspicious and grudging, However,
I defer to the judgment of those who have charge of the matter
and presume they were right in thinking that it was politic
to make the changes; but, personally, I regret it.

I do not think that all the first reservations, even, were
necessary. For instance, the very first one of the original
reservations reads as follows: ;

That such adhesion shall not be taken to involve any legal relation
on the part of the United States to the League of Nations or the
assumption of any obligations by the United States under the covenant
of the League of Nations constituting part 1 of the treaty of Versailles,

I do not think that was necessary. I think, without that,
it was clear that the United States was not assuming any
obligations under the League of Nations treaty. It seems to
me that the opposition, when they argue as they have, that the
League of Nations is closely related to this World Court, do
not prove anything material. They say that the World Court
is an agent or creation or functionary or part and parcel of the
League of Nations. Admit for the sake of argument that that
is true. That does not prove that the United States, by ad-
hering to the World Court, assumes any obligations under the
covenant of the league. The question that decides that is,
What new relations to the League of Nations does the United
States assume by adhering to this treaty?

By this treaty we do just two things. We say, first, that
a representative of the United States will unite with the rep-
resentatives of the other nations in voting for members of the
court ; secondly, that we will pay part of the expenses of the
court. Does that add to our obligations under the League of
Nations? It seems to me clear that it does not at all. I do
not think any representative of the United States will be
contaminated by association with the other members of the
electoral college ; I do not think our money will become talnted
by going through the treasury of the league; and I do mot
think the obligation of the United States is in the slightest
degree affected by its adhering to this statute. Consequently,
it seems to me that even that reservation was superfinons.

I suppose the reason why it was suggested was because the
opponents of the World Court from the very outset charged
that adherence to it was a step toward the United States enter-
ing the league—" entering by the back door” was their favorite
expression—and I suppose it was thought politic and wise to
state by this reservation that we were not assuming any obli-
gations of the league in order to contradict that argument.
Except for that purpose, it does not seem to me that there was
any reason at all for even that first reservation.
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Why was it that the United States did not Join the League
of Nations? It was because we did not wish to become en-
tangled with the political disputes of Europe, and we did not
wish to give up any right to independent action. Are those
two motives in the slightest affected by joining with other
nations in voting for judges of a court, by paying part of the
expenses of the court, and by submitting to that court what-
ever disputes we wish, and absolutely no others? If seems to
me preposterous to claim that that was an assumption of obli-
gation on the part of the United States.

Of course, this court does come from the league and is
favored by the league. To me, that is a matter of entire in-
difference. I appreciate that in the case of some Senators who
were here during the very heated debates upon the league,
there is left some personal and political feelings, which are
not easy to forget, and which probably have not yet died out.
I have no such feclings, however. While I do not want the
United States to join the'league, I have the kindliest feelings
toward it. I regret its failures; I rejoice in its successes.
1 hope the league will prove, as seems likely, a beneficent
factor in the political affairs of Europe and may smooth out
international difficulties and act as a clearing house for minor
complications until it has won prestige and power sufficlent to
grapple with the big problems. I hope it may achieve even
more guccessfully for Europe the good will and cooperation
that the Pan American Union is bringing to this hemisphere,
I hope we shall eooperate with its good work, Indeed, I hope
international cooperation will steadily increase, for with na-
tions, as with men, acquaintance and cooperation is apt to
lead to friendliness and good will.

I do not think the World Court was created by the League
of Nations. It seems to me the World Court technically was
created not by the league, but by the statute; but that again to
me is a matter of indifference. I do not care so much for its
origin as for its effect, I am not so much interested in its pedi-
gree as in its progeny; and if it will accomplish the results that
I wish, then it matters little to me whether it is of American
or of league origin, although it gratifies my national pride to
know that America has long and steadfastly urged this very
project; and it gratifies my personal feelings and increases my
confidence in the court to know that one of the most influential
agents in the formation of the procedure of the court was that
wise, far-sighted statesman, Elihu Root, to whom to-day is as
applicable as to any living man the epigram of Mackintosh—

A name that would add authority to truth and furnish some excuse
even to error,

It is not surprising that Mr. Root has been quoted during
this debate by men on both sides. Criticisms he made of the
court have been cited. I do not suppose anybody in all the
50 nations that compromised on this court was entirely satis-
fied with it. I do not suppose there was a statesman who did
not feel some criticism of it. But I want to remind you that,
despite Mr. Root's strictures, which have been read, yet he
believed that the benefits of this court were vastly greater than
its defects, and he is heartily and earnestly in favor of the
adherence of the United States to the protocol.

1 can not see how sending a delegate to vote for members
of the court in conjunction with representatives of other na-
tions and sharing in its expenses and submitting to its jurisdic-
tion and decision in such cases as we choose is going to en-
tangle us with European problems or league interests or
jeopardize our independence of the league.

On the other hand, to refuse to support the court would
show indifference to the great cause of jndicial settlement of
international disputes, which is the most helpful pathway to
peace and the one which America has most persistently fol-
lowed, and our action now is awaited with eagerness by the
whole world. To join will give new heart to the peace lovers;
to refuse would discourage them. And when the League of
Nations, following the lead of the United States in The Hague
conventions, adopting the spirit and the letter of American
statesmen, formulates this enlightened plan for a World Court
I think we ought to welcome it with gratitude and hopefulness.

Coming to the new reservation about advisory opinions, I do
not approve of that change., It seems to me quite superfluous.
It does not seem to me that without that reservation there is
reason to fear that any advisory opinion would either be asked
or given in the future which would affect the United States.

I was one of those who would have preferred that the court
did not have any jurisdiction at all to render advisory opinions,
but that jurisdiction was given to them, and I must confess
that experience so far has justifled the experiment. The action
of the council so far in referring matters to the World Court
hasg enhanced its reputation.
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The council, of course, is a political body. It is supposed to
act from motives of political expediency, and all the questions
which the council has submitted to the court the council had
the right to decide without any such opinion. They counld have
decided them on political lines. But the council, instead of
doing that, did what they were not obliged to, and referred
the legal questions to the court and agreed to abide by the
decisions of the court. Thereby it geems to me the council has
enhanced its standing in the opinion of the world as a body
trying to do what was right and fair and just instead of what
was politieally expedient. Therefore it seems to me that so
far the conduet both of the council and of the court have
strengthened the arguments of those who thought the court
ought to have jurisdiction to render advisory opinions.

The court action in relation to those opinions has been exactly
what those who favor the court and those who oppose the court
approve. They have notified all parties in interest of the hear-
ings; they have had the hearing in open court; they have had
it conform exactly to judicial proceedings; they have given
their opinions publicly in all cases where the different parties
in interest came before them, and in the only case where one
of the parties refused to submit to its jurisdiction the court
refused to comply with the request of the council and decided
that they would not render any opinion. That is exactly what
I suppose everybody in this Chamber desires and approves.
And under this practice they conld never render an advisory
opinion affecting us unless we submitted to their jurisdiction.

It is suggested and, of course, it 1s troe that the court might
reverse itself. In the ease where it refused to give an opinion
because one of the parties refused to appear the decision was
by a vote of T to 4, and it is said that some of the 7 might
go over and join the 4. Of course, that is possible, but it
seems to me it is utterly improbable, so improbable that I do
not conslder it a danger. The judges of a court are actuated
by human motives, like the rest of us, and every court and
every judge is jealous of the power and of the independence
of the court. Therefore having once declared its independence
of the council, having asserted that it had a right to decide for
itself whether it should give an opinion or not, and was not
bound by the request of the council, was not subject to the
orders of the council, according to all principles of human
action the court in the future will be vastly more likely to hold
to that opinion than to reverse it. The 4 will be much more
likely to go and join the 7 in upholding the independence of the
court than the 7 will to go and join the 4. Particularly after
the explicit statement of the United States that we will not be
bound by an advisory opinion which affects it, unless it con-
sents, the World Court will be very slow to reverse itself.

No court is seeking to make a breach with any great country.
Therefore the great probability is that, instead of reversing
ttillle:anlelwa. they will affirm the ground which they have already

ten.

Indeed, I would go farther than that. I do not think there
is any danger that the couneil, political body that it is, would
ever request the court to give an advisory oplnion where the
United States was interested and where the United States
objected, because, while the council may be perfectly willing to
flout the United States, the council does not care to be flouted
by the United States, and we have given them notice that if
they do request such an advisory opinion we will not regard it.
Therefore it seems to me the council wounld never ask the court
for an advisory opinion which they were sure would not be
regarded by the party to be affected thereby. Of course they
have a right to ask it. As Burke said, “ Man has a right to
shear the wolf.” But they are not very likely to engage in
such an unprofitable occupation.

So I do not think that without this reservation there would
be the slightest danger that the United States would ever be
affected by an advisory opinion. 1 do not think the council
would ever ask one or that the court would ever yield to such
a request.

This reservation will not lessen the opposition in this Cham-
ber to the World Court, though it may remove one talking point,
but I suppose it is possible that it may relieve some honest
apprehension.

I fear that on both sides of this general guestion there has
been much exaggeration. I do not refer to Senators particu-
larly, but in the debate that has been golng on in the last
three years throughout the country I fear that those who are
in favor of the World Court have exaggerated the Lenefits that
are to come from our entrance, and I fear that those who have
opposed the World Court have exaggerated the dangers.

We are not going far toward world peace, which is the goal
at which we are all alming, by simply giving our adherence to
a court which can only try cases which the partles agree to
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submit to it. It Is obviously but a first step, and but a short
step. To be sure, there is in the statute that optlonal pro-
vision allowing nations to agree to compulsory jurisdiction,
but it is rather pathetic to note who the nations are that have
made this agreement that all their disputes shall be submitted
to the court. It is only the weak, the small naiions, those
which ecan not defend themselves. It is the fragile china ves-
sels which want a court, The iron pots are not afraid of a
collizion. The defenseless nations, which have no armed pro-
tection against an aggressive neighbor, agree to submit all
their disputes to the jurisdiction of the court, butr the great
powers, confident in their strength, prefer to reserve to them-
selves the arbitrament of force. It reminds me of the verse:

Laws, we are told by ancient sages,
Have been like cobwebs in all ages.
Cobwebs for little flles are spread,
And laws for little folks are made.

But if an insect of renown,

Hornet or beetle, wasp or drone,

Be caught in guest of sport or plander,
The flimsy fetter Gles in sunder.

So here, it is only the small folk, the weak nations, that
have agreed to compulsory jurisdietion.

At the same time, I recognize that it could not be otherwise.
No treaty which provided for compulsory jurisdiction would
be ratified here, and very likely would not have been ratified
by any of the powerful nations. We had to begin by a first
step. But I am sure the hope of every peace lover, the hope of
every believer that recourse to a court is a better method of set-
tling international disputes than war, is that the time will
come—it will not be in our day—when this court will have
proved itself such a just and satisfactory arbiter of inter-
national quarrels that the great powers will follow the example
of the small and out of self-interest will all gladly submit
themselves to its jurisdiction; that they will find that it is
better for them to lose a case before a court than to win one
by war; and that finally all the nations will agree to the com-
pulsory jurisdiction.

But, of course, that is a distant goal. Yet it is that at which
we aim. This is a step, but only a short step, toward that goal.

There is a class of people who say that we always have had
wars and we always shall have wars until human nature
changes, and that it is hopeless to try to prevent them. I have
no patience with that kind of talk. I do not imagine that this
World Court is an immediate panacea for war, but I do belleve
that mankind and civilization are progressing. The world is
better than it was a thonsand or a hundred years ago and will
be still better a hundred or a thousand years hence. “I doubt
not through the ages an increasing purpose runs,” and the
time Is going to come, the {ime is sure to come, when men will
be so infelligent and so civilized that they will find some per-
manent remedy for the horror and scourge of war. I do not
suppose we have yet reached that goal, but I do believe the
time is surely coming. It is possible that this is the genera-
tion, the fortunate generation, that is destined to reach that
goal and abolish war. No one can tell.

The last war ought to have made the hatred of war more
intense than it ever was before. It had more horrors, more
destructiveness than ever before, and it instilled into the
minds of the whole world an appreciation of its wastefulness
and terror. It did another thing. It took away all of the
glamour of war. There has always been an appeal of the war-
rior to the young of both sexes. When the typical man of
war was a splendid young athlete, a young man of courage
and vigor, to whom his mother said, “Come back with your
shield or on it,” there was a heroism that appealed to man-
kind. But the last war stripped much of that away. It
showed that now the typical winner of war, instead of being
a noble athletic young hero, is likely to be a withered,
spectacled old man sitting back in a laboratory and developing
some method of destroying millions of men, women, and chil-
dren without any danger to himself. So it seems to me much
of the glamour has been taken away while the horribleness has
increased.

Therefore this generation ought to feel more keenly than
any before that they should do what they can to prevent war,
As I said, it is just possible, although I do not think it prob-
able, that this is the generation which in the wisdom of
Providence has been destined to end the scourge of war. At
any rate, whether it has or not, the only way that scourge
ever will be ended is for each generation as it comes to strive
carnestly along the lines which they recognize as best to abol-
ish war. I think there is no question that in this generation
our wisest statesmen have recognized that the best chance of
a substitute for war is recourse to a court. 5o as that is not
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only the American but the world-wide belief, it iz our duty
to follow out that course and try to make the court a pre-
cursor of the end of war.

Probably it will not succeed now, but it may. At any rate, it
is up to us to do our duty, to follow the lines which this gener-
ation has decided are the best, and then in the future let the
next generation follow out its lines with the assurance that
some time a method will be found whichewill end all war.

The resolution which is before us providing for the adherence
of the United States to the World Court is the best step toward
ending war that we know of. Practically all the rest of the
nations of the world have agreed to it. Why should not we?

In closing, if I may say a personal word, representing as
I do in part the State of Massachusetts, we feel there that
we are a peculiarly law-abiding and law-respecting Common-
wealth. I do not know that we are any more so than every
other State of the Union. I hope we are not. At any rate,
our people have learned to look to their courts as their security.
I think only those distrust the fairness and wisdom of our
State judiciary who have not lived among us long enough to
have experienced their beneficent effects. The high rank and
efficiency of our State judges in every grade of our courts, not
only now but throughout the last century, have made us respect
and trust the administration of the law and be a law-abiding
people. To be sure, our State motto is “ Ense petit placidam
sub libertate guietem "—By the sword we seek peace with
liberty—but for generations that sword has been sheathed as
against our sister States. We have learned that the courts are
a better arbiter. And as we look back on the *placidam
quietem,” the unruffled peace which our courts have brought
us, we wish that peace to be extended to all, and we look with
ardent longing to the day when all the nations will trust their
disputes to judicial deecision as instinctively and confidingly as
we have learned to do, and we should like to malke applicable
to the whole world that noble phirase which our fathers im-
bedded in our State constitution, that it may be * a government
of laws and not of men.”

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, there seems fo be a wide
difference of opinion with regard to the World Court guestion
now before us. The junior Senator from Alabama [Mr. Hes-
LIN] a few moments ago declared that if we were in the World
Court we would practically abolish war. I have here a copy
of an article by the Hon. Edward M. House, who was during
the Wilson administration one of the close advisers of the
President, or supposed to have been. This article appeared
May 16, 1925, in Collier’'s National Weekly. A paragraph in it
was very interesting to me, and I wish to read as follows:

If Germany had not made the blunder of violating her treaty with
Belgium and the blunder of conducting a pitiless undersea warfare, it
would have been at least doubtful whether we finally would have landed
in the allied camp or the camp of the Central Powers.

At the beginning of the war it was said that we went into
the war for the safety of democracy and to put down German
militarism. Aeccording to Colonel House, if it had not been
for some blunder that Germany made we might have gone into
the war to put down British militarism and French militarism.
The senior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LENrooT] a ‘ew days
ago said that he was the last one to claim that joining the
World Court would abolish war, and the Senator from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. GiLLerr], who just addressed the Senate, ad-
mitted practically the same thing, although he hoped that it
would be a step in that direction.

These conflicting opinions on the World Court have bheen
rather amazing to me. Some apparently think that the Perma-
nent Court of International Justice is the greatest question
before our Nation and that if we will only consent fo go into
it, always with a few reservations, it will bring peace, pros-
perity, and happiness to our people and to the people of the
world, while others are equally emphatic that it is a dangerous
proposition and that its acceptance would be conirary to the
traditions and principles of American Government and that it
would be a most serious menace to our couniry. There are
others who say it does not amount to anything, anyway, and
that we might as well join,

Some are in favor of the World Court resolution because the
late President Wilson, “the greatest President of modern
times,” was for it. Some favor it because President Coolidge,
“the idol of the American people,” is for it. Some will vote
to go into the World Court for the very logical reason that
the platform of the “ Grand Old Party” in 1924 advocated it
or because the platform of the Democratic Party in 1924 advo-
cated it. To be consistent I think that notice should be served
on this side of the Chamber or that at least an understanding
should be had as to whether or not anyone who, by his vote
on this question, does not uphold the party platform aud the
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President, will be officially kicked out of the Republican Party. | ever, that a great step toward world peace and disarmament

It seems that on this side of the Chamber a vote for the
World Court is to be considered a test of real Republicanism,
but on the other side of the Chamber it is to be considered a
test of real Democracy; rather a peculiar coincidence, Mr.
President.

There are some of us who have felt for a long time that
there was mighty liftle difference between machine Republi-
canism and machine Democracy. According to the newspaper
reports, there is even a sort of cooperation between the two
sides of the Chamber on the tax bill; that is, we are told
that they are going to cooperate to lower the surtaxes of the
multimillionaires. Of course, I am only a farmer and not
learned in the law, and I will admit that it has been rather
difficult for me to understand some of the reasonings that
have been so ably and fluently set forth for the World Court ;
but it does seem to me that some vital points have been
omitted. It is rather surprising to me that some of our
political leaders who, during the campaign of 1924, were so
alarmed and who so patriotically acelaimed that the Progres-
give platform was radical and would undermine the Constitu-
tion of the United States and endanger our sacred American
institutions, have not raised the same objection to the World
Conrt resolution. Surely there was nothing in the Progressive
platform of 1924 half so radical or contrary to the original
intention of the Constitution of the United States as the join-
ing of a European world court under the control of the League
of Nationg, of which we are not even a member.

1 am indeed surprised that some of our zealous and ever-
watchful officials have not raised the objection that the
World Court might become contaminated with radicalism,
socialism, communism, bolshevism, or some of the other dan-
gerous “isms” so common in Europe and so dangerous in the
United States.

Mr. President, it is to be noted that even the most ardent
proponents of the court insist on reservations. Why? Mr.
President, they insist on those reservations evidently to make
the court safe and sane for the United States. If has been
claimed repeatedly that our adherence to the court will in no
wise connect us with the League of Nations, but the very
first reservation generally agreed to on this point makes this
specific statement, that such adherence shall not be taken to
involve any legal relations on the part of the United States
to the League of Naftions. Reservation No. 2 is rather inter-
esting in that it provides that the United States may have a
part in the election of the judges.

Especially is reservation No. 3 of interest, which provides
that the United States will pay a fair share of the expenses to
be determined and appropriated by Congress—determined and
appropriated by Congress! Are we to pay according to serv-
ire rendered, a cerfain amount for favorable opinions and a
lesser amount for adverse decisions? Is that what is meant
by a fair share? If we are to pay a fair share, why not let
the League of Nations say what that fair share shall be?

Mr. President, it is hard to judge from the arguments that
have been presented just what will be the effect or result of
our adoption of this World Court resolution. I wish again to
quote Colonel House in Collier's Weekly, Colonel House
said :

The World Conrt i a gesture in the right direction, but it is not
enough, When, and if, we adhere to the World Court, our position
will not be materlally different from what it is now. As a member we
can, but need not, submit any eontroversy to the court. As & non-
member we have the same opportunity and the same lack of eobligation.

I do not know but what those who say that the court does
not amount to anything, after all, are more nearly right than
those who have argued the other way.

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Grirerr] a few min-
utes ago said he was not so much interested as to whether the
League of Nations was the father of the court as he was in
the progeny. It occurred to me that it might be doubtful what
that progeny might be; as to what kind of a mongrel it might
be. I believe there is no question, however, as to the under-
standing of the rank and file of the people who have passed
resolutions or signed petitions for the court. They believe the
court for international justice means what the name implies.
They believe it means world peace. They believe it means dis-
armament. They believe it means better conditions for the
world in general. The propaganda for the court has said it
was for world peace and against war.

It wounld be impossible to ineclude enough reservations to
cover all the points that would be desirable or that would meet
all the objections that are raised. It does seem to me, how-

might be made if the reservation which I proposed a few days
ago were adopted.
It provides:

1. The signature and the adherence of the United States to the
statute of the Permanent Court of International Justice is conditioned
and dependent upon the establishment, under direction of the League
of Natlons, of an international police of the seas and the destruciion
of all armed vessels for use upon, beneath, or above the seas, except
such small vessels as are needed for police purposes by the imterna-
tional police of the seas.

Mr, President, if the seas, which are international highways,
could be internationally policed, thus doing away with the
great navies, which cost the taxpayers of the world billions of
dollars each year, we would be accomplishing something worth-
while, not only for our own people but for the world. This, it
seems to me, would be a step in the right direction for dis-
armament and for world peace. Talk about the World Court
being a gesture in the right direction? It seems to me that
by the adoption of this policing the seas reservation we could
make a full step toward disarmament.

I also have proposed a second reservation, which provides
that if at any time the United States is not satisfled with the
court, Congress may take action withdrawing from it. Our
withdrawal could not be considered by the court or the League
of Nations as in any sense an unfriendly or hostile act or
cause for war; simply the exercise of a friendly consideration
agreed upon as a condition to our joining the court.

Mr, President, the argument is advanced that the United
States should go into the World Court to help the poor people
of the European nations. That is all very well, but this good
work should begin at home. There is very great need of some-
thing being done to help a vast number of our own people.
Some Senators talk about being bound by party platforms.
Both of the old party platforms have for years pledged aid and
support to the farmers and workers. I would like to know
what has ever been done to carry out any of the pledges to
the farmer by either of the old parties. Do we owe anything
to the people who produce the agricultural products with which
to feed the Nation? Do we owe anything to the cotton pro-
ducers or wool producers? Do we owe anything to the people
who perform the labor and produce the wealth of the Nation?
Do we owe anything to the coal miners in the anthracite dis-
trict who, the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Reep] says, are
suffering great hardships and are on the verge of starvation?
Does the Republican Party owe anything to the farmers and
workers of America? Does the Democratic Party owe any-
thing to them? Of course, by concerted action of the Repub-
licans and Democrats on the pending tax bill it is proposed
to reduce the surtaxes of the farmers and workers. That will
help some people, but not the farmers and workers,

It would seem as if the mine operators are practicing the
policies advocated by the proponents of the World Court.

I believe it is generally understood before arms shall be taken
up in any case among the nations that are under the World
Court or in the League of Nations that there shall first be
iried what is known as economic pressure or economic sane-
tions; in other words, they will say, as the coal operators have
said to the miners, * If you do not be good, we will starve your
wives and children.” That is what is being done in the anthra-
cite region, and that is what is being done to-day in Europe
in the effort to bring the small nations into line.

Perhaps we shonld go into the World Court and help the
people of Europe get onto their feet, so that they may pay their
interest to the big international bankers. Why not help put
our American farmers and workers on their feef, so that they
may pay their local bankers the interest on their loans? It is
said that our joining the World Court will help to establish a
foreign market for the farmer’s surplus.

Mr, President, if we can get a decent price for our products
which are used for home consumption, we can feed our surplus
to the birds and fishes or give it to Europe and still make more
money than we are making now, and at the same time not neces-
sarily raise the price to the consumer.

It seems to me that it is very apt in this connection to refer
to the coal question, which has been under discussion on sev-
eral recent occasions. It has been shown that some of the
local dealers, not only here in the District of Columbia but in
other places, are making an immense profit on coal. It has been
stated by the junior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Rep]
and also by the senior Senator from West Virginia [Mr. NeeLy],
both those States being coal-producing States, that the prices
at the mines were not exorbitant and had not been materially
raised, but the price to the consumer has been materially
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raised, and therefore some one 1s making an enormous profit
because of the coal strike, and at the expense of the consumer.

It is my belief that the rank and file of the people of the
Tnited States are vastly more interested in having affairs of
our own Nation equitably adjusted than in undertaking to
adjust the affairs of Kurope.

Mr. President, a great deal of propaganda has been spread
on both sides for and against the World Court. There is no
question that the rank and file of our people throughout the
Nation want anything that ‘will establish world peace. The
only guestion, it seems to me, is as to whether or not this
particular measure will establish world peace. On Saturday
I offered a substitute for the reservation which had been of-
ferad in the first resolution, No. 5. In lieu of that reservation,
I offered the following:

That such signature and adherence of the United States to the pro-
tocol of the Permanent Court of International Justice is given with the
distinet understanding that the United Btates reserves the right to
withdraw its signature and adhesion thereto at any time that the Con-
gress of the United States may determine so to do, and that in event of
such withdrawal it shall in no way be considered an unfriendly act.

When the proper time comes I am going to move that this
sgubstitution be made in the Swanson resolution.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana obtained the floor.

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quornm,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll,

The roll was called, and the following Senators answered to
their names:

Ashurst Gerry MeNar, Schall
Bayard Gillett Mayfield Sheppard
Bingham Glass Means Smit
Blease Gresne Metcalf Smoot
Borah Hale Moses Branfield
Bratton Harreld Neely Btephens
Broussard Harris Norbeck Swanson
Bruce Harrison Norris Trammell
Butler Heflin Nye Tyson
Cameron Howell Oddie T'nderwood
Capper Johnson Overman Wadsworth
Copelimd Jones, Wash, Pepper Walsh
Couzens Kendrick Phipps Warren
Cuartis Keyes Pine Watson
Dale La Follette Pittman Weller
Edge Lenroot Ransdell Wheeler
Ferris McKellar veed, Pa, Willlams
Fess McKinley Robinson, Ark. Willis
Fletcher MeLean Robinsen, Ind,

Frazier McMaster Sackett

Mr. CURTIS. I have been requested to announce the absence
of the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Erxst], the Senator from
West Virginia [Mr. Gorr], the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Dexeex], the Senator from California [Mr. SHorTRIDGE], the
Senator from Towa [Mr. BrooknarT], the Senator from Utah
[Mr. Kixg], the Senator from Georgia [Mr. Georce], and the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Caraway] in attendance upon
a meeting of the Committee on Privileges and Elections.

The VICE PRESIDENT, Seventy-eight Senators having
answered to their names, a quorum is present.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, I have been
very much interested from the beginning in this debate on the
World Court, from the moment when the President trans-
mitted to the Senate his message in which the recommendation
was made that we adhere to the protocol.

I had not intended to make any remarks at all on this
subject. I was anxious to learn all I could from the debate,
and I have listened as attentively as I could to all that has
been said on both sides of this question. I should like to have
brought myself to the position where I could have agreed thor-
oughly and consecientiously to support the recommendation
that we should adhere to this protocol of signature.

There were several reacons for this. The first of these reasons
wasg the fact that immediately upon my appointment as a
United States Senator from Indiana I made the public state-
ment that I would support the policies of the administration.
That was a voluntary statement on my part, and was not
requested in any sense of the word by anybody. I was glad
to make the statement, Mr. President, because the Chief Ex-
ecutive of this Nation enjoys to a very peculiar degree the
confidence of our pecple in Indiana and, I think, throughout
the country. We believe out there, sir—and I think it is the
general impression throughout the land—that much of the
great prosperity of American to-day is due to the wisdom of
the administration.

When the recommendation was fransmitted to the Senate
with reference to the World Court protocol, therefore, I ex-
amined it very carefully, recognizing as I did then, and as I
do now, and as all Senators recognize, that the Senate itself
has an executive dufy to perform in some matters. There is
both a legislative function and an execufive function which the
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Senate at times must exercise; and in these matters the Sen-
ate and individual SBenators can not merge their responsibility
with that of the Executive.

There is a presidential policy with reference to certain mat-
ters, and then there must be ultimately a senatorial policy
with reference to executive matters. It is up to the Chief
Executive of the United States to formulate the presidential
policy, and it certainly is up to the Senate itself to formulate
the senatorial policy as relates to executive matters where both
the Senate and the Chief Hxecutive are concerned.

Therefore we have an executive session of the Senate, which
is usually closed, although it may be open for the discussion
of executive business—the confirmation of nominations, for
one thing; the consideration of treaties, for another. In all
such matters, at the last degree and in the final analysis, Sena-
tors must make up thelr own minds and decide according to
their own consciences and according to their best convietions
as they are given to see the light. 5

Therefore, Mr. President, I have followed the debate closely,
recognizing that there was a responsibility upon my shoulders
in this matter. T wanted ultimately to vote intelligently, and
certainly I wanted to vote conscientiously. Whether or not
ultimately I may vote intelligently, I most certainly shall vote
consclentiously and in accordance with the deepest convic-
tions one can have.

I have been opposed to the entry of America into the League
of Nations from the time the suggestion was first made. I
have had the pleasure, and I certainly considered it under
the circumstances the duty, of going over the State of which I
have been a resident and speaking against what I thought was
an un-American proposition. I believed then, and I believe
now, that America never should enter the League of Nations.
I believed then, and I believe now, that America never should
accept any obligations under the League of Nations covenant,
or the treaty of Versailles so far as it has to do with the cove-
nant of the League of Nations. That was my position then.
It never has changed.

Then came about another proposition that gave me some little
difficulty unntil I could go into it carefully, think abont it seri-
cusly, and ultimately try to vote with regard to it intelli-
gently. I have reference to that paragraph in the Republican
Party platform drafted at the national convention of the party
in Cleveland in 1924,

I had the honor, sir, as a delegate from my State, to be at
that convention. I know something about that plank in the
platform. I knew something about it then, as other Members
of this body do and did. There was much discussion about it
at that time, and finally it was drafted in this wise:

The Republican Party reaffirms its stand for agreement among the
nations to prevent war and preserve peace. As an immediate step in
this directlon we indorse the Permanent Court of International Jus-
tice and favor the adherence of the United States to this tribunal as
recomnrended by President Coolldge. This Government has definitely
refused membership in the League of Nations and to assume any ob-
ligations under the covenant of the league. On this we stand,

Mr. President, I have always been a party man. 1 have
always been a member of the Republican Party, as I am to-day.
I have always voted the Republican ticket and believed in and
subseribed to Republican principles, as I do to-day, This is a
Government by parties. As long as it is, some party must be
charged with the responsibility of conducting the Government,
I believe in that principle of government. The Republican
Party has its platform of principles, and I subscribe to those
principles; and in the position I am about to take on the mat-
ter now before this body I think again I can conscientiously
vote my sentiments and my convictions and still subscribe to
the platform of my party.

To repeat, Mr. President, the platform says:

This Government has definitely refused membership in the League
of Nations and to assume any obligations under the covenant of the
league. On this we stand.

The question, therefore, Mr, President, is this, so far as I
am concerned as a party man: Do we assume any obligations
to the League of Nations if we adliere to the protocol of signa-
ture, as has been proposed in Senate Resolution No. 57

My answer is emphatically yes, if we go in; if we stay out,
no. If we go in—and I vote to go in—then it seems to me I am
not true to my party's pledge, having conscientious convietions
as I have just stated. If I vote to stay out, then it seems to me
; hsge done my full duty by the platform of the Republican

arty.

That brings me, Mr. President, to the consideration for a
moment of Senate Resolution No. 5, as modified in open execu-
tive session last Saturday.
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I may say to you, sir, that I voted against cloture yesterday
in this body, amd for this very good reason: Senate Resolution
No. b, as modified in open executive session last Saturday,
never had been debated in this body, and therefore the country
had not had the views of individual Senators with reference to
it and therefore could not be familiar with the arguments of
individual Senators pro or con with reference to it. I believed
that in a matter of this kind, which involves so much to our
conntry, which represents a departure from our traditional
policy of 138 years, this resolution as modified should have
been thoroughly debated before ever it was acted upon.

Cloture was suggested, which would stifle debate, and because
1 knew it would and because I did not believe debate ought to
be stifled I voted against cloture. Now. therefore, I want to
discuss this resolution as modified in the Drief time allotted me.

First let me suggest, Senators, that the then Secretary of
State, Hon. Charles Evans Hughes, on February 17, 1923, or a
day or two before that, transmitted to the President a state-
ment, which was in turn sent to the Senate, in which Mr.
Hughes used this language:

There is, however, one fundamental objection to adhesion on the
part of the United States to the protocol and the acceptance of the
gtatute of the court In its present form. That is, that under the pro-
vislons of the statute only members of the League of Natlons are
entitled to a volee in the election of judges. The objection ls mnot
met by the fact that this Government is represented by its own
national group in The Hague Court of Arbitration and that this group
may nominate candidates for election as judges of the Permanent
Court of International Justlce. This provision relates simply to the
nomination of eandidates; the election of judges rests with the Council
and Assembly of the League of Nations, It is no disparagement of the
distinguished abilities of the judges who have already been chosen
to say that the United States could not be expected to give its formal
support to a permanen* Internztional tribunal in the election of the
members of which it had no right to take part.

Mr. President, ag early as that moment, when this protocol
was transmitted to the Seunate, the then Secretary of State,
Hon. Charles Evans Hughes, saw vital defects, fatal defects. in
the thing itself. The protocol came along. I read from it:

PROTOCOL OF BIGNATURE OF THR STATUTE FOR THE PERMANENXT COURT
OF INTERXATIONAL JUSTICE

Provided for by article 1§ of the covenant of the League of Nations with
the text of the statute

PROTOCOL OF SIGNATURE

The members of the League of Natioms, through the undersigned,
duly authorized, declare their acceptance of the adjolned statute of
the Termanent Court of Internatioual Justice, which was approved
by a unanimous vote of the assembly of the league on the 13th Decem-
ber, 1920, at Geneva.

I invite the attention of members of the Senate to that state-
ment, *The members of the League of Nations, through the
undersigned.” The only way we can participate in this matter
fully and thoroughly is to become a member of the League of
Nations. Furthermore, if this resolution shall be adopted as
it has been presented, I make bold to say that for many pur-
poses we will become actually a member of the League of
Nations. There can be no question in the world about that.

The protocol itself and the statute provide for the election
of judges to the so-called World Court, which is only a court
of the League of Nations. It is not a world court in any
sense of the word, as I view it. Judges are to be elected by
the Council and the Assembly of the League of Nations. There
is no question but that if we vote for judges we must become,
for that purpose at least, a member of the League of Nations,
and if we vote to pay the judges any amount we may pay we
become, so far as the payment of judges is concerned, a mem-
ber of the League of Nations. Therefore, both for the election
of judges and for the payment of judges, we become a member
of the League of Nations,

The resolution itself, as modified last Saturday In open
executive session, is enlightening on this point. I quote from
the resolution:

Whereas the President, under date of February 24, 1923, trans-
mitied a2 message to the SBenate, accompanled by a letter from the Seec-
retary of State dated February 17, 1923, asking the favorable advice
and consent of the Senate to the adherence on the part of the United
States to the protocel of December 16, 1920, of signature of the statute
for the Permanent Court of International Justice, set out in the said
message of the President (without accepting or agreeing to the op-
tional clause for compulsory jurisdiction contalned therein), upon the
conditions and understandings hereafter stated, to be made a part of
the instrument of adherence: Therefore be it

Resolved, ete.—

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

JANUARY 26

Mr. President, I want to invite the attention of the Senate
to the first reservation in the resolution as modified :

1. That such adherence shall not be taken to involve any legal rela-
tion on the part of the United States to the League of Nations or
the assumption of any obligations by the United States under the
treaty of Versailles,

That brings up an Interesting question for discussion. The
language is “any legal relation.” Who is to determine
whether we are sustaining any legal relation to the League of
Nations or not, except it be the court of the League of Nations
itself, whose constitution is the covenant of the League of
Nations itself, just exactly as the Constitution of the United
States Is the governing body of laws for the Supreme Court of
the United States of America?

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Indiana
vield to the Senator from Montana?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Yes: I yield to the Senator
if it will not take too much of the little time I have,

Mr. WALSH. The statement the Senator has just made has
been made so often that I would like to have the Senator de-
vote perhaps two minutes to explaining how it is that the
covenant of the League of Nations is the constitution of the
World Court. I had supposed that the statute attached to the
protocol was the constitution of the court. I would really feel
enlightened if the Senator would devote two minutes to a
discnssion of that guestion. !

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Article 14 of the covenant will
be thoroughly enlightening to the Senator if he will consult
it, and it will not take any of my time, I say, with deference
to the Senator, if he will read article 14. Let me suggest this
to the eminent Senator from Montana, that without the
covenant of the League of Nations there could be no League
of Nations. Without the League of Nations there could be no
World Court. Therefore, what is back of the World Court?
You can not put the capstone on before you lay the founda-
tion. The foundation is the covenant of the League of Na-
tions; there can be no guestion abont that.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for
& question?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Yes.

Mr. LENROOT, If the League of Nations should be
abandoned to-day, would the court stand with all the powers
conferred by its constitution?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. Presldent, my answer to
that is that, in the first place, the League of Nations, in my
judgment, will not be abandoned, because there are some
interests involved, with which we do not ecare to en-
tangle ourselves, that will not permit it to be abandoned.
Answering the Senator's question directly, if the League of
Nations were abandoned to-day, the World Court would fall
instantly. It would not last 10 minutes, in my opinion.

Mr. LENROOT. Will not the Senator explain why?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr, President, I have taken no
part in this debate, while other Senators have talked for

hours, and at most I have only an hour. I assume that the

Senator is as thoroughly familiar with the explanation as I
can possibly be, and I would like not to have to devote a
lot of time to that particular question. The Senator asked for
my opinion, and I have given it to him.

Mr. LENROOT, I would be glad to have the Senator give
me his opinion in my time.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Will the Senator repeat his
question?

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator has made fthe statement that
the court would immediately fall should the Leagune of Na-
tions be abandoned to-morrow, I deny that, and I would like
to have the Senator substantiate his statement.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, that is a pe-
culiar question to ask. I know how thoroughly the Senator
from Wisconsin is interested in having the resolution adopted.
I know how completely the Senator was interested in the
League of Natlons in the days gone by, and therefore I am not
surprised that the Senator would like to suggest some ques-
tion that would probably not go to the root of the matter
at all, But I am willing to answer the gquestion as propounded.
I will say to the Senator from Wisconsin that, first of all,
without the Leagne of Nations there would be no World Court.

If you take the foundation away from the World Court the
court must totter to its ruin. It would be bolstered, if at all,
by public opinion among the nations that are involved, and
ultimately it might be revived into some kind of a tribunal
such as would represent all of the world. At present it conld
not do that, since it is simply a league court and not a world
court in any sense of the word. .

N
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Mr. LENROOT. Does the Senator think he has answered
my question?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I will leave that to the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin. I do not care to take any more time,
even of the Senator, in answering a question of that kind.

If I may proceed further, I would like to suggest also to
the Senator from Montana that yesterday it was he, as I
remember, who suggested that we have to take this thing
now or not take it. The eminent Senator said, “ You have
to vote for this now or let it alone. If you do not want it, do
not vote for it, If you want it, vote for it.” That was in con-
nection with the fact, which is admitfed by Senators gen-
erally, I think, and by people all over the country and the
world, that if we go into this court the British Empire will
have 7 votes in the election of judges to 1 for America.

In that particular I should like to say to the Senator from
Montana that I certainly should vote against the so-called
World Court as long as any nation on the face of the globe
were given such a decided advantage over my own country.
If the British Empire, with the states which it embraces, is
given T votes in the election of judges, then, as a patriotic
Member of this body and interested in my country's welfare,
I shall insist that the American Nation have just as many
votes as any other nation on the face of the globe,

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield.

Mr. WALSH. Does not the Senator believe that it will
never be possible to organize a World Court in which Canada
and Ireland will not have a voice?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I will answer that by saying
that it never will be possible to organize a World Court with
my vote, simply speaking for myself, if any other nation on the
face of the globe is to have more votes in the election of judges
to constitute that court than the American Nation.

Mr. WALSH. I did not ask whether the Senator wounld
vote for it; I asked whether he thought it possible to do it,

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I am not so sure that I think
it ever will be necessary to do it. It might not be possible
to organize a court under the League of Nations, as the Sen-
ator has suggested.

Mr. WALSH. No, Mr. President, if the Senator will pardon
me, I want the Senator to dismiss all idea of the League of
Nations. We are going to abandon all that, and we are going
to try to orgarize another court. I want to know from the
Senator If he thinks it would be possible to get a world con-
ference to organize a world court in the selection of the judges
of which neither Ireland nor Canada would have a voice?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, there is the
Irish Free State, there is the Dominion of Canada, there is
South Africa, there is New Zealand, and there is Australia. We
have a constitutional form of government in America, with
48 sovereign States. We began with 13. Each and every
one of those States is as thoroughly sovereign under the Con-
stitution as any of the States suggested by the eminent Sen-
ator from Montana. I ask the Senator whether or not it is
not just as fair for an American sovereign State, one of the
Union, to have a vote in the election of judges for a so-called
World Court as it is for one of these states in the Empire of
Great Britain?

Mr. WALSH. I will answer the Senator, that the organiza-
tion of the United States of America, 48 States, is essen-
tially different from the organization of the British Empire,

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Of course it is; there can be no
question on that proposition ; but just the same, all of the states
of the British Empire constitute the British Empire, and all of
the States of the American Union constitute the Republic of
the United States of America; and I say that only with the
kindliest feeling toward the British Empire and toward the
Senator from Montana, who so stoutly champions the cause of
that great empire.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, the Senator is not justified in
making that statement, and I call him to order for it. I call
him to order. That is a violation of the rules of the Senate,

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. If the Senator denies it, I
cheerfully withdraw the statement.

Mr., WALSH. I have never championed the cause of the
British Empire, and the Senator knows I have not, on this floor,
in his presence at least.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I suggest to the eminent Sen-
ator from Montana, if I may, that if he believes the British
Empire should have 7 votes in the election of the judges of
this court and only 1 for his own country, he may not be
championing the British cause; but he may call it what he
pleases, and I will aceept his own definition.
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‘Mr. WALSH. The Senator knows I have not championed it
nor advocated anything of the kind, and I deny that the British
Fmpire has any 7 votes.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indlana, May I ask the Senator, then,
whether he is against voting for the World Court with that
provision in the resolution?

Mr. WALSH. With what provision?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. That the British Empire shall
have 7 votes to our 1.

Mr. WALSH. There is no such provision.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Let us get down to the facts,
I will answer that in a moment. Let us go on further with
the resolution.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I would like to ask the
Senator a question.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Is this all on my time?

Mr. LENROOT. Just one question. It would fake but a
moment to answer. Does the Senator really think the British
Foreign Office will control the vote of Ireland?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Let me ask the Senator this
question: Is the Irish Free State a part of the British Em-
pire? It either is or it is not. It can not be a part of it and
not a part of it.

Mr. LENROOT. But does the Senator from Indiana think
that the British Foreign Office will control the vote of Ireland
in the election of judges?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I do not know what the Brit-
ish Foreign Office will do. I have no intimate connection
with the British Foreign Office. Perhaps the Senator may
have. If he has, he might tell us what they will do. I do not
know what they would do on that proposition.

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator and I both have a pretty
good idea of the attitude of the Irish Free State, however.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I do not know what votes the
British Foreign Office may control, and I do not care to know,
may it please the Senator from Wisconsin. I do not care to
know anything about what the British Foreign Office shall
control. I am interested in seeing to it that among the na-
tions of the earth America has just as many votes as any
other organized government. I am interested in that propo-
sition to the whole extent of my being.

I come now to No. 2 of the reservations:

That the United States shall be permitted to- participate through
representatives designated—

Note that language, Senators—

That the United States shall be permitted to participate through
representatives designated for the purpose and upon an equality with
the other states, members, respectively, of the Counecil and Assembly
of the League of Nations, in any and all proceedings of either the
council or the assembly for the election of Judges or deputy judges of
the Permanent Court of International Justice or for the filling of
vacancies.

I invite the attention of the Senate to the fact that that
reservation states conelusively that the United States shall be
permitted to participate through representatives designated—
to do what? To become members of the League of Nations for
the purpose of voting for judges. It is nothing else than that.
There it is in so many words, that we shall be permitted to
name representatives to participate in the Leagne of Nations
for the purpose of electing jndges.

Mr. BLEASE. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT., Does the Senator from Indiana
yield to the Senator from South Carolina?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield.

Mr. BLEASE, The paragraph just read colncides with the
Senator's contention that if the League of Nations falls then
the World Court falls, and that sentence is a complete answer
to the question asked the Senator from Indiana by the Senator
from Wisconsin,

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Of course, it does.
thought there was any serious question about that,
ter.]

Now, let us go to No. 3 of the reservations:

That the United States shall pay a fair share of the expenses of the
court as determined and appropriated from time to time by the Con-
gress of the United States.

That the United States shall pay a falr share of the ex-
penses! That puis us into the League of Nations. There is
no question about that, because the covenant itself and the
statute itself provide that the expenses shall be paid by the -
League of Nations. We undertake to pay a part of the ex-
penses and become, for that purpose at any rate, an integral

I mnever
[Laugh-
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part of the League of Nations. Senators may laugh, but it is
the truth, nevertheless.
Now, let us go to the next reservation, No. 4:

That the United States may at any time withdraw its adherence to
the said protocol and that the statute for the Permanent Court of
International Justice adjoined to the protocol shall not be amended
without the consent of the United States.

The United States may at any time withdraw its adberence
to the said protocol! Let me suggest a situation that might
easily arise. I was very much interested in the discussion
on this point yesterday. How are we to withdraw? The distin-
guished Senator from Virginia [Mr. SwAxso~] has my very sin-
cere admiration for the excellent manner in which he has pre-
sented the whole proposition—largely, may I interpolate, from
a Democratic standpoint—but in any event I admire the Sena-
tor's presentation of the thing from any standpoeint. I was
interested in his statement of how we should withdraw. Sup-
pose we want to withdraw. Why, said the Senator, we would
withdraw by joint resolution of the Congress.

1 suggest this possibility : Suppose some grave injustice might
be done this country or we felt that it is an injustice. Sup-
pose we miglit be able to get a majority of the Congress in
both Houses to pass a joint resolution; but suppose the Con-
gress were not in session at the time and suppose there were
some question about the matter that required a lot of debate.
Suppose we brought the matter of withdrawing before this
body and the body at the other end of the Capitol. Suppose
the discussion ran along for a year or two years, and suppose
at the end of that time we finally withdrew, but we then
found the Monroe doctrine had been violated thoroughly
while we were declding whether or not we should withdraw.
Mr. President, in that event I submit it would lead to war or
else it would be necessary for us to say that we had given up
all our contentions under the Monroe doctrine, that great
American principle. 3

We might be as much as three years withdrawing from ad-
herence to the protocol. It would not make any difference
whether it were a day or a year or 10 years, the fact remains
that we could not withdraw in a moment and while we were
withdrawing grave injustice might be done this country that
would ultimately lead to war, but never to peace,

Let us examine the resolution still further:

5. That the court shall not render any advisory opinion except pub-
licly after due notice to all states adbering to the court and to all
interested states and after public hearing or opportunity for hearing
given to any state concerned; nor shall it, without the consent of the
United States, entertain any request for an advisory opinion touching
any dispute or question in which the United States has or claims an
interest.

In that connection let me suggest to this honorable body that
there are many questions on which advisory opinions might be
sought that would affect the United States of America con-
siderably and very deeply, yet we would not be parties to any
issue that might be involved therein.

I have only to suggest perhaps something that might come
out of the Tacna-Arica dispute in South America at the pres-
ent time. Advisory opinions could be given by the court of
the League of Nations. Of course, they could be given because,
strictly speaking, we would not be affected, but morally and
practically we would be very much affected in a matter of
that kind. A grave injustice might be done to the people of this
country if we had no’ the Monroe doctrine to fall back upon and
rely upon.

Finally, I come to this concluding sentence in the modified
resolution :

Nor shall sCherence to the said protocol and statute be construned to
imply a relinquishment by the United States of its traditional attitude
toward purely American guestions.

Who shall determine what is an American guestion? Why,
the court of the League of Nations would decide what is an
American question and what is not. Then we should have the
opportunity of doing one of two things—the alternative of
either accepting the adjudication of the court of the League of
Nations or of withdrawing from adherence to the protocol,
which would involve time.

S0 we have the situation there before us, as I have sug-
gested previously, that if we go into the World Court, if we
adhere to the protocol of the World Court, we become morally
members of the League of Nations for many purposes. If we
adhere to the protocol of the World Court we abandon prac-
tically the Monroe doctrine. There is not a word stated in the
resolution or the reservations anywhere that suggests that we
do not abandon that doctrine. The nearest we come to it is

to suggest that we do not relinquish any of our traditional
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principles or our traditional attitude toward purely American
questions. But there is only one (ribunal that decides what
shall constitute American questions if we become members of
the Court of Imternational Justice, so called, and that is the
court itself. It finally decides those questions.

As long as we refuse to adbere to the protocol of the court,
just so long we can protect ourselves under the Monroe doe-
trine,. We can continue to police this hemisphere and decide
for ourselves largely what should and should not be done.
But the moment we become members of the World Court we
give up that right, that traditional right; we abandon the Mon-
roe doctrine to that extent, and must accept the judgment of
the World Court or else withdraw from the protocol.

So that from any standpoint, understanding as I do and be-
lHeving as I do that the counstitution of the World Court is the
covenant of the League of Nations and knowing as I do that
treaties represent the supreme law of the land, it seems to me
it would be utterly foolhardy for the American people to de-
part from their traditional custom of not interfering with other
nations in the slightest degree and of not becoming embroiled
in their affairs or making any entangling alliances of any kind.

Let me suggest to you, Mr. President, and to the Members
of this distinguished body, that entangling alliances have never
led to peace. Throughout the history of the world they have
led to war., Every Senator sitting here knows that to be a
fact. Had there not been entangling alliances I make bold
to say that there would have been no World War; there would
have been no Sarajevo incident. In faet, that thing never
would have happened, and, in my opinion, after it happened if
every nation had been standing on its own bottom there wonld
have been no World War., The incident wonld bave been for-
gotten, because individual nations would not have rushed into
the tremendous catastrophe that the World War represented.

Mr, HEFLIN. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Indiana
yield to the Senator from Alabama?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield.

Mr. HEFLIN. Does fhe Senator think that each nation
should have stood aloof and let Germany fight one at a time
rather than combining to combat the power of Germany?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I make bold to say something
that will enlighten the Senator on that proposition. The Sen-
ator knows—and I have the highest regard for the Senator
from Alabama—that there were existant at that time in Europe
two alliances. There was one called the Triple Eutente, That
was an alliance, offensive and defensive, that was negotiated
between the sovereign powers of Great Britain, France, and
Russia. There was at the same time a triple alliance. There
were at least five such alliances. It began in 1882, when the
first one was formed, and up until 1912, when the last one was
formed, there had been five separate and distinet triple alli-
ances, offensive and defensive, between the following powers:
Italy, the German Empire, and the Austro-Hungarian Empire.
I submit to the Senator and to the Members of this body here
and now that if those two alliances, nagging and pulling at
each other, had not been in existence, there would have been no
World War. If never would have taken place.

What was the dire result therefrom? The result has been
that of the six nations engaged in those entangling allinnces
three are dead to-day—three of them have gone to their death.
We saw them die, you and I. The Government of Russia, the
great Russian Empire, has ceased to be. The Government of
the great German Empire is dead. We saw it die. The great
Austro-Hungarian Empire is dead. Two members of the three
in one alliance and one member of the three in the Triple
Entente are all dead to-day. We want America never to die.
Entangling alliances lead to war, never io peace.

Mr. HEFLIN. The point I am making is that we were not
involved in any entangling alliance, and yet we went in and
tangled ourselves up with foreign nations in the worst war
in the history of the world.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. No, Mr. President. Let me
suggest to the Senator again that we never made an alliance;
there was no treaty of alliance made by America with foreign
nations. We were associated with them; we were called an
“ associated power.” We were proud to be associated with
them. I know how it was.

Mr. HEFLIN. But we went in.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. We went in on our own ac-
count and for a great American principle, but we never receded
from the principle of the fathers, the principle of Washington’s
Farewell Address—no entangling alliances with anybody ; peace
and good will to the world, but entangling alliances with none,

Mr. HEFLIN. 1 agree with the Senator from Indiana that
we went in because a great prineiple was involved, but we did
go in. We were not entangled with those nations beforehand,
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but when the war ecame on we went in and we fonght withk those
nations until the war was ended.

AMr. ROBINSON of Indiana. That is very true; that is a
matter of history; but I do not know what the Senator’s point
is in again making the suggestion.

Mr. HEFLIN. The point is that if we stay out they can
drag us in at any time they want to start another war.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Indisna
yield to the Senator from Missouri?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield.

Mr. REED of Missouri. If the Senator from Indiana will
permit me to make the suggestion, there were about 140 wars
in the century immediately preceding 1914 in Europe and in
Asia, into which we were not dragged, but if we go into the
World Court we shall be dragged into all of the wars.

But I wanted to call the Senator's attention to a matter he
was discussing, if he will permit me.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Yes, sir.

Mr. REED of Missouri. And that is, Who is to settle the
jurisdiction of the court? Under article 36 it is settled by a
majority vote. That article of the statute has never been con-
sidered by this body. Although it is in the contract we are
‘supposed to sign, we are not permitted to consider it, because
the time has not been given to consider it and nobody has
discussed it. Article 36 of the statute in its last clause reads:

In the event of a dispute as to whether the court has jurisdiction
the matter shall be settled by the decision of the court.

That is to say, a majority of that court can say it has juris-
diction; we can say that it has not; but what good will it
do us?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Exactly. I will ask the Sen-
ator from Missouri also while he is on his feet to read article
37 of the statute—I think that, too, is in point—for the benefit
of Senators who have raised this question.

Mr. REED of Missouri. I will read it. It provides:

ARTICLE 37

When a treaty or convention in foree provides for the reference of
& matter to a tribonal to be instituted by the League of Nations, the
court will be such tribunal.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. So there yon are. I hope that
‘is satisfactory to everybody, because it is very plain, Mr.
President, and it seems to me there can be no dispute on that
point. The court itself will decide what these things mean.
The decision will be made not by America but by the court.

Mr. HARRELD. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Dees the Senator from Indiana
yield to the Senator from Oklahoma?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. HARRELD. May I ask the Senator a question?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Yes.

Mr. HARRELD. If we become a member of a body which is
admittedly the adviser of the League of Nations, and that
body does advise the league, are we not advising the league,
and do we not become a member of the league in that way?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I do not think there can be any
doubt abount it. There are so many ways in which we may
become a member of the league that I certainly hope the
Senate never will give its adherence to the protocol.

Mr. President, allow me to conclude, for my time has prae-
tically expired. We are to-day among the nations of the earth
in the most fortunate sitnation of any. I think there never
was a time, generally speaking, when the American people
were so well satisfied and so well contented, so far as the
great number of our citizens are concerned. We know some-
thing of the wreck and havoc on the other side of the seas.
I favor helping those people all we can; I favor doing more
than extending a gesture; I favor sending relief whenever it
seems advisable to America to do so; but, Mr. President, I
think it should be done in our own way, when and where we
see fit to do so, I see no reason in the world for overturning
this great temple of the fathers and starting out with a new
poliecy on an uncharted course, in a direction we have never
gone, when we are to-day the unquestioned miracle of the ages
so far as successful government is conecerned. ;

Some Senators might say that three governments of the six
to which 1 have just referred as having been brought to their
death by entangling alliances might rise again from the ashes
of their past; but, Mr. President, those governments are gone.
We want this Government of ours—of, for, and by the people—
never to perish, We want to go on and on and on. Why take
any chances of ruining this Government? What is the rea-
son why we should rush off pell-mell into this World Court

LXVII—174

‘CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

2755

that may result in disaster, as T believe it ultimately will
result in disaster?

I hope, Mr. President, that we may go on down through the
future and across the centuries following the fraditions of the
past and the ideals of the fathers of the Republie, following
our own national aspirations, a happy and a great people,
practicing the golden rule among nations, doing unto others as
we would that others should do unto us, and that we may
never encourage war or enter into alliances that may lead to
war, but that we may go on and on and on and, high and great
though we be, that we may even become greater in the future
than we now are or ever have been in the past,

Mr. President, because of these facts, becanse I feel certain
that the people of the State whence I came overwhelmingly
subscribe to the position I have feebly advocated on ihe fioor
during this hour I shall most certainly vote against adherence
to the protocol of signature of the so-called World Court.

Mr, JOHNSON. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quornm.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll,

The roll was called, and the following Senators answered to
their names:

Ashurst Fess Lenroot Robinson, Ind.
Bayard Fletcher McKellar Sackett
Bingham Frazier MeKinley Schall
Blease George MecLean Sheppard
Borah - Gerry MeNary Shipstead
Bratton Gillett Mayfield Shortridge
Brookhart Glass Means Simmons
Broussard Goft Metealf Bmith
Bruce Gooding Moses Smoot
Butler Greene Neely Stanfield
Cameron Hale Norbeck Stephens
Capper Harreld Norris Swanson
Caraway Harris Nye Trammell
Copeland Harrison Oddie T;’son
Couzens Heflin Overman Wadsworth
Comming Howell Pepper Walsh
Curtis Johnson Phipps Warren
Dale Jones, New Mex, Pine Watson
Deneen Jones, Wash, Pittman Weller
Edge Kendrick Ransdell Wheeler
Ernst Keyes Reed, Mo, Williams
Fernald I(!nlg Reed, Pa, Willis
Ferris La Iollette Robinson, Ark.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Ninety-one Senators having an-
swered to their names, a quorum is present. .

The question is on agreeing to reservation No. 1.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, a parlinmentary in-
quiry, If we pass over reservation No. 1 now, will it hereafter
be subject to amendment?

Mr. LENROOT. It will not be, except in the Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. If passed over without action, it
would be subjeet to amendment.

Mr. REED of Missouri. That is, when we pass over reserva-
tion No. 1 and proceed in that way, passing over and accepting
the several reservations, is the subject matter of those reserva-
tions open to amendment?

Mr. LENROOT. BMay I suggest that the reservation should
be voted upon and accepted or rejected?

The VICE PRESIDENT. If a reservation is agreed to now,
it will not be subject to amendment hereafter without a recon-
sideration of the vote.

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, of course after we pass from
the Committee of the Whole into the Senate any matter which
can properly be offered as in the Committee of the Whole can
then be offered in the Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator is right.

Mr. SWANSON. The Senator from New Hampshire is cor-
rect. Any amendment or reservation that is adopted as in
Committee of the Whole can be reconsidered in the Senate; so
if any Senator desires to have another vote on any of these
reservations as they are adopted, he can propose an amendment
when it gets to the Senate.

Mr. REED of Missouri. I ask for the yeas and nays, Mr.
President.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, will the Senator with-
hold that motion until I can propound a question to the Sena-
tor from New Hampshire? Does the Senator know whether
the senior Senator from Minnesota [Mr. SHipSTEAD] has a res-
ervation which he intended to offer as a substitute for this
reservation?

Mr. MOSES. 8o far as I know, the Senator from Minnesota
has no reservation which applies to the first reservation pro-
posed by the Senator from Virginia. I have looked through the
printed reservations, and I find none. Is the Senator from
Minnesota available at this minute?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE., I have just called his office, and his
secretary informs me that he is on his way to the Senate
Chamber,
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Mr. MOSES. T am informed by the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
Boram] that the Senator from Minnesota has no amendment
that applies to the first reservation.

AMr. REED of Missouri. I call for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Chief Clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. CAMERON (when his name was called). I have a pair
with the junior Senator from Washington [Mr. Dirr]. 1 trans-
for that pair to the junior Senator from Delaware [Mr. pU
Poxrt] and will vote. I vote “ yea.”

Mr. GERRY. 1 desire to announce that the senior Senator
from Alabama [Mr. UspErwoon] and the junior Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. Epwarns] are necessarily detained from the
Senate. If present, each of those Senators would vote “ yea i1
on this question.

The roll call was concluded ; and the result was announced—
veas 90, nays 1, as follows:

YEAS—D0
Aszhurst Fess McKellar Sackett
Bayard Fletcher McRKinley Schall
Bingham George McLean Sheppard
Blease Gerry MeNar; Shipstead
Borah Gillett Mayfield Shortridge
Bratton Glass Means Simmons
Brookhart Goff Metcalf Smith
Broussard Gooding Moses Smoot
Bruce Greene Neely Stanfield
Butler Hale Norbeck Stephens
Cameron Iarreld Norris Swanson -
Capper Harrls N go Trammell
Caraway Harrison Oddie Tyson
Copeland Heflin Overman Wadsworth
Couzens Howell Pepper Walsh
Cumminsg Johnson Phipps Warren
Curtis Jones, N. Mex, Pine Watson
Dale Jones, Wash., Pittman Weller
Deneen Kendrick Ransdell Wheeler
Edge Keyes Reed, Mo, Williams
Ernst King Reed, Pa. Willis
Fernald La Follette Robinson, Ark.
Ferris Lenroot Robinson, Ind.
NAYS—1
Frazier
NOT VOTING—35
Dill Edwards McMaster Underwood
du "ont

So reservation No. 1 was agreed to.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, a parliamentary in-
quiry. As we proceed with the Swanson resolution, and it is
accepted by the vote of the Senate, do we then vote upon the
articles of the statute? Do we vote at all upon the articles of
the statute at any time? Are we approving and ratifying here
a document that never has been considered by the Senate, and
upon which we are not to vote except in the form of a general
approval?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair will state that the form
the question will take is: Will the Senate advise and consent
to adherence on the part of the United States to the protocol
of December 16, 1920, and the adjoined statute of the Per-
manent Court of International Justice, on the conditions speci-
fied in Senate Resolution 5, as modified or amended?

Mr. REED of Missouri, That does not quite answer my ques-
tion, T think, with all respect to the Vice President. I may
have put the question in an obscure way. I wili state the point
in this way: Here is a contract we are making—a (reaty we
are making, it is claimed. The body of all we agree to—to wit,
the statute—never has been considered by the Senate. 1 want
to know, if we are to pass a general resolution, such as the
Swanson resolution, whether the Senate by that act cuts itself
off from a right to vote npon the articles of the statute?

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield, the
statute was read yesterday, article by article. Amendments
were in order to each article as it was read if they had been
offered under the rule. There were none, except those offered
by the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Mosgs], and this
morning he waived the consideration of those.

AMr. MOSES. I will add to what the Senator from Wisconsin
has said, Mr. President, that at the time I made that waiver,
the statute having been read, amendments to the statute were
at that minute in order.

AMr. REED of Missouri. I simply want to be clear about it;
that is all. I want the Senate and the country to know that
we never have given the slightest consideration to the body of
the coutract upon which we are about to enter.

Mr. LENROOT. It is the Senator's own fault if it was not
done, becanse there was full opportunity to do so yesterday.

" AMr. REED of Missouri. It might be my fault, but I think
the fault lies with those who cut off debate and any oppor-
tunity ever to debate the statute.

Mr. SWANSON, Mr. President, if the Senator will permit

me, yesterday afternoon we completed the reading of the stat-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

JANUARY 26

ute, paragraph by paragraoh. It was suggested that we report
it to the Senate, so that it could not be further considered as
in Committee of the Whole. It was al the request of the
Senator from Missouri that we took a recess and still left it
in Committee of the Whole, as it is fo-day, where it has been
completed, article by article. It was suggested vesterday after-
noon, if I understand corrvectly, that we should report the
statute as read to the Senate and take up the reservations in
the Senate; and the Senator asked for an adjournment, leaving
it in the Committee of the Whole. P

Mr., REED of Missouri. Oh, n0; the Senator is in error
about that. What I asked was that this whole matter should
be left in the Committee of the Whole, and not the mere pro-
tocol or resolution of ratification. The Senator is in error.

Mr. SWANSON. DBut the Senator will remember (hat the
whole statute was read yesterday.

Mr. REED of Alissourl, I remember that it was read about
as fast as it could be read.

Mr, SWANSON. But the Senator was listening, and there
was every opporiunity for amendment. There can be no mis-
understanding about that.

Mr. REED of Missouri.
ment.

Mr, SWANSON. That was the only rveason why it was read.
It was read for amendment under the rule, which says that it
shall be read, article by article, for amendment.

Mr. REED of Missouri. The Senator's resolution was read
also. The statute was read also.

_Mr. SWANSON. I do not know whether the resolution was
read or not. I doubt it

Mr. REED of Missouri.
us for amendment. It is not before us now.

Mr. SWANSON. We did: and it was nnderstood that it was
about to be reported from vhe Committee of the Whole to the
Senate, and the Senator requested, if I remember rightly, that
it should continue in the Committee of the Whole unchanged
until to-day, and a recess was taken until to-day.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Very well; if that be the case, that
would leave it open for amendment now; but I did not make
that request.

Mr, SWANSON. It has been read and debated in the Com-
mittee of the Whole. The Sepator can offer any amendment n
the Senate when it is reported to the Senate.

Mr. REED of Missouri, If never was debated in Committee
of the Whole, in my recollection. 1 simply have asked for
information. We have the ruling, and so we understand now
that the Senate of the United States, without one moment's
debate regarding this statute, which constitates the body of the
contract, are proceeding, under “ gag ™ rule, to jam it down the
throats of the Senate and of the country.

Mr, LENROOT. Mr. President, I want to take just a mo-
ment. I think it is true that this statute has not been debated
by any of the opposition, except the Senator from Missouri and,
to some extent, by the Senator from Idaho. Upon more than
one occasion during the general debate I called attention to the
fact that the opponents of the resolution were not debating the
statute; that they were debating entirely the League of Na-
tions, and I begged them to debate the statute, but I was always
met with the response that they were going to do so by and by.

Mr. REED of Missouri. We intended to, but yon gagged us,
and did it deliberately, for your statute will not bear discussion.

The VICE IPRESIDENT. The Secretary will read reserva-
tion No. 2.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

RESERYVATION NO. 2

That the United States shall be permitied to participate throogh
representatives designated for the purpose and upon an equality with
the other states, members, respectively, of the Council and Assembly of
the League of Nations, in any and all proceedings of cither the council
or the assembly for the election of judges or deputy judges of Lhe
Permanent Court of International Justice or for the filling of vacancies.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I desire to ask the Senator in
charge of the resolution if he regards the reservation which I
have pending as properly an amemdment fo this reservation?
I regard it as a separate reservation and should prefer to offer
it that way.

Mr. LENROOT. I have examined it. I do uot think there is
any conflict between the two.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to res-
ervation No. 2. .

Mr, REED of Missouri. I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Chief Clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. CAMBERON (when his name was called),
same announcement as before, I vote * yea,”

It really was not read for amend-

We did not have the matter before

Making the




1926

The roll call was concluded.

Mr, GERRY. I desire to announce that the Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. Evwarps] and the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. Uxperwoop] are necessarily absent. If present, they
would both vote “ yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 83, nays 8, as follows:

YEAS—83
Asghurst (1 Leproot Robinson, Ark.
Bayard Fletcher MeKellar Rackett
Bingham George MeKinley Schall
Bratton Gerry McLean Sheppard
Brogkbart Giilett MeMaster Shurtridge
Broussard (ilass MeNary Simmons
Bruce Goff Mayficld Bmith
Butler Gooding Aleans Bmoot
Cameron Greegne Metealf Stanfield
Capper Hale Neely Stephens
Caraway Harreld Norbeck Swanson
Copeland Harris Norris Trammell
Couzens Harrison .\'ge Tysgon
Cummins Heflin Oddie Wadsworth
Curtis Howell Overman Walsh
Dale Johnson Pepper Warren
Deneen Jones, N. Mex, Phipps Watson
Edge Jones, Wash, Pine Weller
BErnst Kendrick Pittman Wheeler
Fernald Eeyes Ransdell Willis
Ferris King Reed, Pa.
. NAYB—S
Blease Frazier Moses Shipstead
Borah La Follette Reed, Mo. Williams
NOT VOTING—5
Dill Edwards Robinson, Ind, Underwood
dn Font

So reservation No. 2 was agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. " The Secretary will read reserva-
tion No. 3.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

RESERVATION XNO. 8

That the United States will pay a fair share of the expenses of the
court as determined and appropriated from time to time by the Con-
gress of the United States,

The VICE PRESIDENT.
reservation No. 3.

Mr. REED of Missouri. I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Chief Clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll

Mr. CAMERON (when his name was called).
previous announcement, I vote “ yea.”

The roll call was eoncluded.

Mr. GERRY. I desire to announce that the Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. Epwarps] and the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. Uxperwoon] are necessarily absent. If present, they
would vote * yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 89, nays 3, as follows:

The question is on agreeing to

Repeating my

YEAS—89
Ashurst Fletcher McLean Bchall
Bayard George MeMaster Sheppard
Bingham Gerry MeNary Bhipstead
Borah Gillett Mayfield Bhortridge
Bratton Glass Means Simmons
Brookhart Goff Metcalf Smith
Broussard Gooding Moses Smoot
Bruce Greene Neely Stanfield
Butler Hale Norbeck Stephens
(‘fameron Harris Norris Swanson
Capper Harrison gge Trammell
Caraway Heflin die Tyson
Copeland Howell Overman adsworth
Couzens Johnson Pepper Walsh
Cummins Jones, N, Mex. Fhipps Warren
Curtis Jones, Wash, Pine Watson
Dale Kendrick Plttman Weller
Deneen Keyes Ransdell Wheeler
Edge Klnﬁ_ Reed, Mo. Willlams
Ernst La Follette Reed, Pa. Willis
Fernald Lenroot Robinson, Ark.
Ferris MecKellar Robinson, Ind.
Fess McKinley Backett
NAYS—3

Blease Frazier Harreld

NOT VOTING—4
pin du Pont Edwards Underwood

So reservation No. 3 was agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will state the next
reservation,

The CHier Crerk. Reservation No. 44—

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr, President, yesterday I proposed a res-
ervition to take the place of the first four reservations offered
in this resolution. They were based on the resolution as origi-
nally introduced by the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Swansox].
I. ask unanimous consent to change the word “seven” to
“eight” in the first line on page 2 of my proposed substitute,
.and to change the word “seven” fo “two” in the second line,

Mr. LEXIIOOT. Will the Senator wait until we have dis-
posed of reservation No. 47
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Mr, FRAZIER. But mine is offered as a substitute for reser-
vation No. 4.

Mr. LENROOT. Very well.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Clerk will state the proposed
amendment of the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. Frazier].

The Chief Cletrk read as follows:

That all in Senate Resolution No. 5, beginning with line 8, on page 2,
down to and including line 2, on page 3, be stricken out and the fol-
lowing reservation be inserted in Its stead.

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, a point of order. As I understand
it, the proposal is to strike out three reservations which we
have already adopted. We can not do that.

The VICH PRESIDENT. It could only come under a motion
to reconsider.

Mr. LENROOT. I have just examined the substitute offered
by the Senator from North Dakota. As a matter of fact, I
think it is really only a substitute for the fourth reservation,

Mr. MOSES. I believe that is correct, I think the substance
of the reservation offered by the Senator from North Dakota is
exictly a substitute for the pending reservation No. 4.

Mr. FESS. It is not in order the way the Clerk read it.

Mr. MOSES. That is quite true. What the Senator from
Ohio said is correct so far as the preamble presented by the
Senator from North Dakota is concerned, but so far as the mat-
ter contained in the pending reservation No. 4 referring to the
amendment of the statute, the reservation presented by the
Senator from North Dakota is a complete snbstitute.

Mr. WALSH. I ask that the proposed reservation may be
read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will read as requested.

The CHier CrLErk. The Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Frazier] moves that all in Senate Resolution 5, beginning with
line 8 on page 2, down to and including line 2 on page 3, be
stricken out and the following reservation be inserted in its
stead :

That such signature and adherence of the United States to the
protocol of the Permanent Court of International Justice is given with
the distinet understanding that the United States reserves the right to
withdraw its signature and adhesion thereto at any time that the Con-
gress of the United States may determine so to do, and that in event of
such withdrawal it shall in no way be considered an anfriendly act.

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator desires to offer that as a
substitute for reservation No. 47

Mr. FRAZIER. I ask unanimous consent to offer it as a
substitute for reservation No. 4 of the resolution.

Mr. LENROOT. I have no objection to that course.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none. The question is on the substitute offered by the
Senator from North Dakota for reservation No. 4 of the reso-
lution,

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, just a word in reference to
the substitnte. Reservation No. 4 of the Swanson reserva-
tions does explicitly provide that the United States may with-
draw at any time. That is the substance of the Senator’s res-
ervation. But reservation No. 4 also has a provision that the
statute shall not be amended without the consent of the
United States. I hope the substitute will be voted down and
that the Swanson reservation No, 4 will be agreed to.

Mr. BORAH. May I ask if the substitute offered by the
Senator from North Dakota has any provision with reference
to amending the statute of the court without our consent?

Mr, LENROOT. No; it has not.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to
the substitute offered by the Senator from North Dakota.

The substitute was rejected.

The VICE PRESIDENT., The question is on agreeing to
reservation No. 4.

Mr, REED of Missouri. I ask for the yeas and nagys.
ought to have a record vote.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Chief Clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. CAMERON (when his name was called).
same announcement as before, I vote * yea.”

The roll call was concluded,

Mr. GERRY. I desire to announce that the senior Senator
from Alabama [Mr. Uxperwcon] and the junior Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. Epwarps] are necessarily detained from the
Senate. If present, each of those Senators would vote “ yea?
on this question.

The result was announced—yeas 91, nays 1, as follows:

We

Making the

YEAS—O1
Aghurst Bratton Butler Copeland
Bayard Brookhart Cameron Cougens
Bingham Broussard Capper Cummins
Borah Bruce Caraway Curtis
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Harrizon

Dals Moses Shipatead
Denecn Heflin Neely Shortridge
Fdge Howell Norbeck Bimmons
Ernst Jolimson Norris Smith
Fernald Jones, N. Mex, Nye Smoot
Ferris Jones, Wagh. Oddie Stanfield
Fess Kendrick Overman Stephens
Fletcher Keyes Pepper Bwanson
Frazier King Phipps Trammell
George La Follette Pine Tyson
Gerry Lenroot Pittman Wadsworth
Glllett McKellar Ransdell Walsh
Glass MeKinley Reed, Mo, Warren
Goft McLean Reed, Pa. Watson
Gooding MeMaster Robinson, Ark. Weller
Greene MeNar, Robinson, Ind. Wheeler
Hale Meyfield Sackett Williams
Harreld Meangs Sehall Willls
Harris Metealt Sheppard
NAYS—1
Elease
NOT VOTING—4
Dill du Pont Edwards TUnderwood

So reservation No. 4 was agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Clerk will state the next
reservation.

The Crier CLerg., Reservation No. 5:

That the court shall not render any advisory opinion except pub-
licly after due notice to all states adbering to the court and to all
interested states and after public hearing or opportunity for hear-
ing given to any state concerned; nor shall it, without the consent
of the United States, entertain any request for an advisory opinion
touching any dispute or question in which the United States has
or claims an interest.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, just an inguiry.
I think that the clerk perhaps omitted a word in his reading.
I would like to have him kindly read the first sentence again,
The Chief Clerk read as follows:

That the court shall not render any advisory opinion except publicly
after due notice to all states adhering to the court and to all interested
states and after public hearing or opportunity for hearing given to any
state concerned.

Mr, REED of Missouri. As first read I thought the article
“the " was used, but it is not.

Mr., BORAII. Mr. President, I desire to ask Senators in
charge of the resolntion if they are satisfled that the word
“pender” is the proper word to express what I take it they
desire to express. They say that “the court shall not render
any advisory opinion.” Ordinarily when we speak of rendering
an opinion we speak of the mere fact of making public an
opinion after the question has been entertained and jurisdiction
accepted and the case argned. If that is the meaning of the
word, it is incongrnous with the rest of the sentence that * the
court shall not render any advisory opinion except publicly
after due notice to all the states adhering to the court.”” What
was evidently intended was that there should be no considera-
tion of an advisory proposition until the different states had
notice, It ought to be * entertain and render,” it seems to me.
I make that suggestion.

Mr ROBINSON of Arkansas. The Senator would not say
“entertain an advisory opinion?” He would =ay, rather, “ en-
tertain a request for an advisory opinion or render an advisory
opinion.”

Mr. BORAH. But the words, as they are ordinarily con-
sidered with reference to judicial action, relate simply to the
rendition of the opinion after argument and consideration.

Mr. LENROOT. But the words are “rendered after due
notice.”

Mr, BORAH. Yes; the court could not render it until after
due notice, but the notice would not be of much value if the
matter had been considered and decided and notice then given
as to rendering the opinion.

Mr. LENROOT. - After public hearing.

Ar. BORAH. But we are not interested in the mere question
of publicity as to the rendering of the opinion; we are inter-
ested in publicity as to the hearing.

Mr. SWANSON. The language reads:

That the court shall not render any advisory opinion except pub-
licly—

The rendering of an opinion is generally done publicly,
althongh frequently, of course, judges consult among them-
selves in regard to an opinion—
after due notice.

It seems to me that language does not permit of the con-

struction suggested by the Senator from Idaho.
Mr. CARAWAY. May I interrupt the Senator?

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

"1

JANUARY 26

Mr. SWANSON, Yes.
Mr. CARAWAY. The reservation provides:

That the court shall not render any advisory opinion except pub-
lely—

The word “render” there means shall not consider, shall
not enfertain, shall not arrive at any decision, and shall not
hand down any opinion until after due notice, and that the
opinion then shall be handed down publicly.

Mr. SWANSON. It seems to me the language covers the
matter entirely; it seems to me to be amply sufficient.

Mr. BORAH. What is intended by the langnage, as I take
it, is that the entire proceedings with reference to an advisory
opinion shall be publie. If that is the construction, and the
court will accept of it, of course it is entirely satisfactory.
Baf I think the language in the reservation shonld be clarified.

Mr. WALSH. I apprehend that as to the substance of tRis
regervition there will be no substantial objection, and I under-
stand the remarks of the Senator from Idaho are directed
merely to language in which it is expressed. I am inclined to
think that the criticism urged by the Senator from Idaho has
merit in it. I, therefore, suggest to the Senator from Virginia
that the matter go over with a view to conference for the pur-
pose of perfecting the reservation.

Mr. SWANSON. What language would the Senator from
Idaho suggest?

Mr. BORAH. To expedite the matter, we could pass upon
it here, and then take it up later in the Senate,

Mr. SWANSON. What language wonld the Senator sug-
gest?

Mr., BORAH. I will suggest language to the Senator as soon
as I have a little time to do so.

Mr. SWANSON. Suppose we adopt it as in Committee of
the Whole and then let it come up later in the Senate?

Mr. BORAH. Very well; that is understood.

Mr. SWANSON. I propose that we adopt it now and then we
can consider it again in the Senate.

AMr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I merely wish to say that it
appears (o me that the word “render” is a very appropriate
word to express the intention. The word “render” means
make, give, or express.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to
reservation No. 5.

Mr. REED of Missouri. I ask for the yeas and nays.

AMr. ASHURST. Has the reservation been read?

The VICE PRESIDENT, It has not all been read.

Mr. SWANSON. We do not, I think, want a separate vote
on the paragraph in reservation No. 5 from lines 11 to 16.
That had just as well be read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read as re-
quested.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

The signature of the United States to the said protocol shall not be
affixed until the powers signatory——

Mr. BORAH. Is the Secretary reading reservation No, 57
IlTheB VICE PRESIDENT. He is reading from line 11 to
ine 16.

Mr. BORAH. It has been agreed that reservation No. b
shall be passed upon and then that it shall be taken up later
in the Senate.

Mr. WALSH. Let me suggest that reservation No. § consists
of two separate paragraphs, dealing really with two subjects.
I suggest that it be divided and that the vote be taken upon
the first paragraph,

Mr. SWANSON. There are two separate paragraphs,

Mr. BORAH, I think we had better take the reservation
up altogether.

Mr., WALSH. I have no objection to that being done.

Mr. MOSES. What will be the effect if we now adopt lines
11 to 16, inclusive, on page 3, when there are still further
reservations to be offered?

Mr. LENROOT. I think after article 5 shall have been read
we should then go on to other reservations.

Mr. MOSES. Does the Senator mean both paragraphs of
reservation 5, or are we fo assume that lines 11 to 16 con-
gtitute another matter?

Mr. LENROOT. They are two different propositions,

Mr. MOSES. I thought the Senator from Virginia was con-
tending that they were coupled together.

Mr. SWANSON. There are two separate propositions con-
tained in reservation No. 5, and any Senator may ask for a
separate vote on them; but there is no request for a separate
vote of which I am aware.

Mr. MOSES. I quite misunderstood the tenor of the sung-
gestion made by the Senator from Virginia,
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Mr. WALSH, 1 wish to «all attention to the fact that
really reservation d ends with line 22,

Mr. LENROOT. Certainly.

Mr. WALSH. Wkat follows thereafter—ihe second para-
graph—is not in the nature of a reservation at all. It deals
with an eutirely diffevent subject,

Mr. MOSES. That Is exactly what T was trying to point
ont, aud that there might be ont of the wealth of further
reservitions one that would be agreed to.

Mr. WALRBH. Ag a matfter of fact, nothing after line 22
comprises a portion of reservation 5 at all,

Mr. MOXES. Then, Mr. resident, if there is any question
about that, I should like to make a further parlinmentary in-
guiry—whether it is in order for me to ask nnanimous consent
that, after laving dealt with lines 3 to 10, ineclusive, on page
3, paragraph 5, we shall then proceed to offer additional reser-
vations? IT there is no question abont it, and in my mind
there is not

Mr. LENROOT, 1 do not think there can be any objection
to the course sugzested by the Seunaltor.

Mr. MOSES. The Senator from Wisconsin agrees with me
that there is mo objection to that procedure, and that that
will naturally take place; therefore, 1 will not press my parlia-
mentary inquiry. .

SEVERAL SExaTORS. Vote!

Mr. LENROOT. 1 merely wish to siy one word with refer-
ence to reservation No. 5. Yesterday considerable objection
was made, and statements were made, that an entirely new
proposition has been put before the Senate in the modification
of reservation No, b, So far as the four reservations which
have been adopted are concerned, they did not in the least
change the sitmation from that which heretofore existed in
the opinion of most of the Seuators,

So far as the fifth reservation is concerned. there is no con-
fiiet whatever between that and the original reservation No. 5.
It does but two things: It makes permanent the rules of the
court that all advisory opinions shall be public and shall he
made after public hearing ; and, second, that no advisory opin-
jon shall be remdered affecting the interests of the TUnited
States or inferests claimed by the United Stutes to be affected
without the consent of the United States.

I wish merely to say this with reference to the argument
which has been made by the Scnator from Indiana [Mr. Ros-
ixsox] this afternoon, that neither the Monroe doetrine nor
any other question can come before the court without the con-
sont of the United States where any right or interest of the |
United States is affected. !

SEVERAL SExATORS. Vote!l

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question Is on agreeing to the
first paragraph of reservation No. 5, from lines 3 to 10, in- |
clusive. |

Mr, REED of Missourf. On that I ask for the yeas nndg
nays.

%he yeas and nays were ordered, and the legislative clerki

ed to ecall the roll.

Mr. CAMERON (when his name was called). Making the |
same announcement as before with reference to the transfer of |
my pair, I vote " yea."

The roll eall was concluded.

AMr. GERRY. 1 desire to announce that the senior Senator I
from Alabama [Mr. Usperwoon] and the junior Senator from |
New Jersey [Mr. Ebpwanrps] are necessarily detained from the
Sennate. If present, edch of those Senators would vote “ yea "
on this goestion.

The result was announced—yeas 91, nays 1, as follows:

YEAS—91

Ashurst Fletcher MceEellnr Roblnson, Ind,
Bayard Frozier McKinley Sackett
Iiagham George MeLean Schal)
Hornh Gerry McMaster Sheppard

. Biratton Gillett MceNar Shipstead
Lirovkhart Glass Mayficld Shartridge
Broussard Guft Means Simmons
Bruce Gooding Metealf Smith
Butler Greone Moses Smoot
Cameron Hale Neely Stanfeld
Capper Harreld Norbeck Etephens
Carawy Harris Norris Swanson
Copeland Harrison Nye ‘Trammell
Congens Hedlin Oddie Tyson
Cammins Howell Overman Wadsworth
Curtls Johnson Pepper Walsh
T:ale Jomes, N. Mex, Pliipps Warren
Ieneen Jones, Wash, Pine Wiatson
Edge Kendrick FPittman Weller
Ernst Keyes Rangdell Whealer
Fernald King Iteed, Mo, Williams
Ferris La Follette Reed, Pa. Willis
Fess Lenroot Hobinson, Ark,

NAYS—1
Eleuse
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NOT VOTING—4 T
Din du Tont Edwavrds TUnderwood

So the first paragraph of reservation No. 5, from lines 3 to 10,
was agreed to.

Mr, MOSES. Mr. President, it 15 my understanding that the
Senator from Virginia wighes to go forward with the two
declarations which are contuained in this resolution, beginning
on line 17 of page 8, and'continuing through Iline 7 on page 4.

Mr., SWANSON. I think we had better carry ount the agree-
ment made, that this resolution shall be completed and per-
fected, and then you ean go back.

Mr. MOSES. I want it distincetly nnderstood that I may then
go back to propose an additiona) reservation to be inserted
after line 10, on page 3.

Mr. SWANSON. I have uo objection; but I think we onght
to carry out the agreement that these reservations were to be
completed and perfected before anything else was taken up,

Mr, MOSES. "That wns uot my understanding of the agree-
ment, Mr. President., My understanding of the agreement was
that after the reservations propo<ed by the Senutor from Vir-
ginia had been perfected, the Senator from Missouri and I
would be at liberty to offer our substitutes.

Mr. S8WANSON. After they are completed; that is true:
that is understood.

Mr. MOSES. Yes; but meantime we wish to offer amend-
ments which are properly before the Senate as in Committee
of the Whole.

Mr. LENROOT. T suggest that the Senator from Virginia
go abead and then return to this point.

Mr, MOSES. 1 am not fussy about it It being agreed that
I may return to that point, I am quite agreenble to it

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will continue the
reading.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

The slgnature of the Unlted States to the suld protocol shall not be
affixed until the powers slguatory to such protocol shall have indlented,
through an exchuuge of notes, thelr acceptance of the forcgolng reser-
vations apd understandings ns 2 part and a condition of adherence by
the United States to the suid protocol

Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. President, I desire to make an in-
quiry of the Senator from Wisconsin or the Senator from Vir-
ginia. 'What follows from line 11 on is mno part of the
reservation, is it?

Mr., SWANSON. It is no part of the reservation. It is a
stipulation that the signature shall not be affixed until these
reservations are consented to. I shounld consider it a purt of
the conditions upon which the ratification iz made.

The VICH PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to
that paragraph of Reservation No. 3, which has just bLeen
read

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I feel impelled to say, with
respect to this particular provision, that the press at least
has spoken of this as something in the nature of an obstacle
in the way, and those who tender it have been subjected 1o
some criticism for that reasom. 1 supposed, however, that
everybody realized from the beginning that it was necessary
to get the assent of the other nations signatory to this treaty
to any reservations or conditions that we might attach to our
adherence. This merely expresses the manner by which that
assent is to be indicated, It does not add in any respect to
the diflicnlties of {he task of the court,

The VICH PRESIDENT, The question i3 upon agreeing
to the second branch of reservation 5, lines 11 to 16,  [Putting
the qunestion.] The ayes have it, and the branch is agreed to.

The Secretary will continue the reading of the resolution.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

Resolved further, As a part of this act of eatification that the
United States approve the protocol and statute hereinabove mentioned.
with the uanderstanding that recourse to the Peérmanent Court of
International Justice for the settlement of differences between the
United States and any other state or states caun be had only by
agreement thereto through genernl or speclal treatics concluded be
tween the purties In dispute; and

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, a parliamentary inguiry,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Scnator from Minuesota.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. This provision apparently is not covered
by that part of reservation 5 from lines 11 to 16,

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, that is true: but this is n
domestic matter, as to how we shall refer cases to the conrt.
We do not want- to have other nationg Intruding themselves
Into our domestic affairs, to say by what process we ourselves
shall determine the reference of matters to the Permanent
Court of Iunternational Justice, It is centirely a domestic
matter,
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Mr. MOSES. "In other words, may I say to the Senator,
this is a declaration of our own policy, and it makes no dif-
ference to us whether the rest of the world agrees to it or not;
we are going to stand by it.

Mr, SWANSON. We do not want them to assent to it. I
would not let any foreign nation determine what we shall do
in & domestic way in regard to our own affairs, whether the
President or the Senate shall do it or Congress shall do it
It i= a matter for us to determine, not requiring the assent of
other nations.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. The Senafor does not think it is neces-
sary to have their consent or perimission to the limitation of
the jurisdictiom of the court?

Mr. SWANSON. We do not want it. Our Constitution pro-
vides liow matters shall go to foreign tribunals or foreign
courts. We do not want to get the assent of foreign nations
to what we shall do under our own Congtitution.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, in the same way the reserva-
tions have been eriticized lecause of this partienlar reserva-
tion, and it is urged that this emasculates the resolntion, be-
cause the Senate will be required to give its consent and there
will be trouble about getting the consent of the Government.
Asg 1 stated on yesterday, Mr. President, thisg does not’ change
the situation in any respect. The Government of the United
States is entitled now, if it sees fit to do so, to submit & con-
troversy to the eourt. It can submit a controversy to the
conrt now, and it can submit a controversy to the court after
we sign the protoeol, if we do, only by virtue of an agreement
which we enter into with the other party to the controversy;
and that agreement is a treaty, We can not get before the
court except by virtue of a treaty with the other party litizant.
The protocol does nor change that situation in any particalar
at =%  We merely say that it must be accomplished by a
treaty, which reguoires the joint action of the President and the
Senate, This is nothing more nor less than a declaration of
what the law is, what our Constitution provides.

A great many people are dissatisfled with that. They =ay,
“You will never got a controversy before the conrt.” That
may be so; bnt, unfortunately, the fault Is found with the Con-
stitution of the United States and not with this resolution.

Mr. BORAH. \hich is not a fault at all.

Mr. WALSIHL. It is not a fault, cortainly, if tliere is any
controversy about it; but the point I am making i§ that this
does not add anythiog at all to the sitnation or change It In
any particular whatever,

Mr. PEPPER, Mr. President, may I inquire of the Senator
from Montana whether this lunguage does not hear a closo
relationship to the languuge in The Hague convention dealing
with this same qnestion?

Mr. WALSH. It does.

Mr. PEPPER. I understand that that language, adapted
* merely to the necessitics of this case, is the precise provision
contained in The Hague convention of 1907,

The VICE PRESIDENT, The Senator from Minnesota has
the floor. Does he yield ; and If so, to whom?

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I yield the floor.

Mr. REED of Missourl. Mr. President

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, will the Senator permit me to
express my thanks to the Renator from YVirginia before the
vote Is taken on this paragraph? I want to thank the Senator
from Virginin for the words he used in the recent colloguy,
nmmely, “ foreign court " and “ foreign tribunal.”

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, 1 shounld like to ask
the Serntor from Montana for his construction of this lan-
gusge:

Itecourse to the Permanent Court of Internatlonal Justice for the
settloment of differences between the United States and any other
state or states can be had only by agrecment theretn through general
or special treatles concluded between the parties in dispote,

If such a treaty now exists, would not disputes under it
comoe before the court?

Mr. WALSH. Yes; If such a freaty does exist: but I am
very sure there is no sueh treaty. Attention was eallisd to the
fact that there is a treaty pending before us—the treaty deal-
ing wilh trafic in arms and ammunition, according to my
recollection—which provides that in cuse fhe United States
shonld be a subseriber to the protocol, and any controversy
snonld arise over the c¢onstruction of that treaty, it should be
referred to the eourt. When that treaty comes before us, we
will eonslder the question as to whether or not we care to sub-
mit our controversivs to this court. It takes no jurisdiction
until we, by treaty, give it jurisdiction.

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, there 1s no treaty whatever
to which we are a party, unless it is wider some of these
mandates that we have accepted, possibly, which would refer
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anything to the Permunent Court of International Justice.
When The Hague convention was ratified it nsed this precise
language, “special or general treatles.” Mo make that con-
veution operative Secretary Root enfered into 22 treatics, I
think, with other uations, Great Britain and others, providing
that certain cases should go to them under cerfain conditions,
or that there should be a special treaty for a specliic ecase,
This language contemplates that the Senate wonld have to
ratify a general treaty with othier nations, or a special treaty
for each case when submitted to the court,

AMr. ROUBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. P'resident, If this reser-
vation were not incorporated In the resolution, the provess
would be the same, HBefore a cause conld be submitted to the
Permanent Court of International Justice it would be necessary
that the United States agree to the submission through either
a special or a general treaty,

Mr. BSWANSON. That is true. Mr. Wickersham, who ap-
peared before the committee when they were having hearings
on the World Court, stated distinctly that If we adopted this
protocol recourse could be bad to the court only by special or
geueral treaty.

The VICE PRESIDINT. The guestion is upon agreeing to
the third branch of reservaiion 5, lnes 17 to 24, inclusive.
[Putiing the question.] The ayes have it, and the third
liranch of the rescrvation is agreed to. The Secretary will
continue the reading.

The Chiel Clerk read as follows;

Regolved furtlier, That adlierence to the sald protocol and statute
hereby approved shall not be so construed as to require the Unlted
States to Jepart from its traditional policy of not intruding upon,
interfering with, or entangling fitself in the political guestions of
policy or interoal administeation of any foreign etate; nor shall
adberence to the said protocol and statute be construed to Imply a
relinquishmoent by the United States of its traditional attitnde toward
purely Amerienn gnesilons,

Mr. RIDED of Missourf., Mr, President, I offer an amend-
ment to this clause, which I have filed and which Is properly
priuted. It is as follows:

Rezoleed further, That the Monroe doctrine be declared g a prin-
ciple of Internutional law binding upon the court.

That is to be added at the end of the last clanse,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Seeretary will read the pro-
posed amendment.

The CmiEr (JLERK.
lowing:

Resolved further, That the Monroe doctrine be declared as a prin-
ciple of international law bLindiog wpont the court.

Mr. REED of Missourl, Mr, President, I want just one
minute on my proposed amendment, and then 1 will be ready
to vote., The language cmployed in the fexi is to the effect
that the entrance of the United States into this treaty shall
not be considered as a relinguishment by the United States
of its traditional attitude toward purely Ameriean gquestions,

The Monree doctrine has never been recognized as a prin-
ciple of international law by any authoritative body. It has
been asserted ns a national poliey. If we are golng into this
international agrcement, this is the time and place to assert
the Monroe doctrine, not to nssert that we do not relnquish
our rights under it, but to assert it as a doctrine and ask the
other nations to admit it as a doctrine, So 1 moye. the amend-
ment, and apon it I ask for the yeas and nays,

Mr, SWANSON, Mr. President, the term used here is the
language that has been used, I suppose, for over half a century
to define American policy in connection with the Monroe doc-
trine, & political policy. It was used in the resolution of rati-
fication of The Hague convention, and I think the same lan-
guage was used in the resolution of ratification of the Algeciras
trealy.
century to Indicate that we do not surrender our rights uoder
the Monroe doetrine. The Monroe doctrine is not international
law; it is a political policy of the United States to assert our
idea of justice and right. It ia not international law,

Mr. CARAWAY. The very moment you declare it to be a
question of International law you give the international court
the right to pass on it, do you not?

Mr. BWANBSON. It is a pollcy which has been maintained
by the United States as oue of our political policies, nnd we are
not willing to have it incorporated in the body of international
law. The lapguage fonnd In this reservation has been used
every time America has desired to preserve iis traditional
policy in connection with American matters.

Mr. LENROOT. As just suggested by the Senator from

After line 7, on page 4, insert the fol-

Arkansas, the Monroe doctrine is not a matter of international
law. 1t is wholly an American policy; and if the amendment

This i the language which we have used for half a '

b ——

S




1926

of the Senator from Missouri should prevail, it would become
a matter of international law, so far as the court was con-
cerned, and would give jurisdiction fo the court to pass upon
the Monroe doctrine, which, without this amendment, it can
never pass upon without the consent of the United States. I
hope the amendment will be defeated.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, that is arguing
strangely ina circle. Let me first answer the proposition that
we have not heretofore in our treaties demanded the recogni-
tion of the Monroe doctrine. We have not, because in those
treaties we were dealing as a nation, and recognizing no inter-
national tribunal, submitting nothing to an international tri-
bunal, but constantly asserting our doctrine, a doctrine which
rests to-day only upon its justice and upon the force and power
of the United States.

Mr. SWANSON. If the Senator will permit me, our par-
ticipation in The Hague Arbitration Court was consummated
by a convention similar to this, and this was the language that
was used in that case. .

Mr. REED of Missourl. We had a convention regarding The
Hague, a purely voluntary tribunal of arbitration. Now we
are asked to take a further step, to agree to submit our contro-
versies to a court. That court will undertake to pass upon all
questions of international law. If the Monroe doctrine is not
a matter of international law, it will pass upon the question
without regard to the Monroe doctrine.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE and Mr, LENROOT rose.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Wait just a moment. If we say the
Monroe doetrine shall be recognized as a principle of inter-
national law, we do not thereby relinquish our right to assert
the doetrine with our own construction. If Senators desire to
vote the amendment down, let them do so, but let us under-
stand perfectly that they are to-day, as this question now stands,
simply standing apon the doctrine that the United States does
not submit the Monroe docrine, and therefore it must defend it
itself ; that we are going into ~ court which assumes jurisdiction
under international law, and Senators refuse to incorporate
this principle in international law.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, I rose merely to make
an inquiry of the Senator from Missouri. I invite his attention
and that of the Senate to what would happen if the suggested
amendment of the Senator should be adopted. Of course, we
all remember that it was in 1823 that the Monroe doctrine was
proclaimed by the United States of America. Up to this time
we have asserted the right to interpret that doctrine. I submit
to the learning of the Senator from Missouri, if his amendment
is adopted we have really given to the court in question the
right to interpret that doctrine, a thing which I shall never con-
sent to, a thing which President Cleveland never consented to,
awd which the zreat President Roosevelt did not consent to. I
have in mind—and I am very sure the learning of the Senator
from Missouri recalls it—the resolution introduced and adopted
by the Senate, presented by the late great and lamented Senator
from Massachusetts, Senator Lodge, in which resolution he
undertook, and the Senate agreed with him, to expand, so to
speak, and properly, that doctrine as from the time it was first
announced, so as to make it apply to the Pacific coast. Origi-
nally, of course, it applied immediately to European countries
as of 1823, Neither John Quincy Adams nor James Monroe had
any fear of oriental countries, but the Lodge resolution,
adopted by the Senate, in a sense expanded the doctrine fo em-
brace the Pacific coast, the great Pacific Ocean, and the lands
that lie beyond, immediately addressing itself to Magdalena
Bay, and the then fear, whether well grounded or not, that a
certain oriental nation sought a naval base at Magdalena Bay
in Lower California.

Therefore, I merely invite the Senator’s logical mind to the
proposition that we must not here, by any affirmative action,
give any force to any claim that this court will have any juris.
diction to interpret or pass upon the Monroe doctrine, which
was, and is, and I hope ever will be, an essentially American
doetrine.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, let me answer the
Senator by saying that in my judgment his reasoning is all
wrong, and that when we make other nations admit the Mon-
roe doctrine, we do not yleld our right-to constrme and
defend it.

Mr. BORAH, Mr, President, I want to ask the Senator from
California a question. According to the press dispatches,
there is contemplated an arrangement between Mexico and
Japan by which Japan is to have the privilege of colonizing
certain parts of Mexico. Suppose that should be objected to
by the United States under the Monroe doctrine, or, rather,
the principle of self-defense, which is another name for the
Monroe deetrine, Will there be any way, after this resolution
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shall have been adopted and we have gone info the court under
this resolution, by which Mexico and Japan, they being mem-
bers of the League of Nations and also members of the court,
could have an advisory opinion upon that question?

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I answer, that any advisory opinion
which they might give would be contrary to certain reservations
which we have alveady adopted, for such a proposed arrange-
ment between Japan and Mexico, I say, would affect us or
interest us, and under a reservation we have adopted we
would have a right, in a sense, to intervene. But whether or
not the court had a right to entertain the question as to
whether the Monroe doctrine was affected by this reservation
we do not waive our rights; on the contrary, we declare that
the court shall not “entertain any request for an advisory
opinion touching any dispute or question in which the United
States has or claims an interest. With ¢his resolution, with all
or any of these reservations, we do not walve a right which I
claim, namely, a right to interpret and in a proper case assert
this doctrine, as we undersiand it. Whether in a given case,
upon the true philosophy of the Monroe doctrine, we would have
a right to complain, I am not now forced to consider, for it
would depend, manifestly, upon the facts then existing or
feared. I allude to the Lodge resolution because there was a
proposition to establish a naval base at Magdalena Bay, and the
Senate considered, as of then, that that would be inimical to
the rights of the United States.

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for a
question?

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Yes.

Mr. SWANSON. There is a provision in this reservation
that would absolutely prohibit any advisory opinion.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I think so.

Mr. SWANSON. There is a provision that where the United
States has an interest or right, or claims a right or interest,
no advisory opinion can be rendered without its consent. All
the United States would have to do, with the reservation
adopted, would be to notify the court that they claimed an
interest and objected to an advisory opinion,

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, I was about to suggest to
the Senator from California that if we should stay out of the
court, and therefore these reservations not become effective,
if Mexico and Japan saw fit to submit the question referred
to by the Senator, we would be in no position to defend our-
selves, If we should follow the advice of the Senator from
Idaho and stay out of the court, then the court could enter-
tain any question, whether it affected our rights or whether
we assenfed or did not assent. But if we go into the eourt
with this reservation, we protect ourselves against the very
thing the Senator from Idaho now seems to fear.

Mr. BORAH. Will not the Senator from Arkansas be a
little more generous with the Senator from Idaho and admit
that if we had govne in under the original resolution, which
went no further than to say we would not be bound by it,
instead of this resolution, which says that the opinion shall
not be entertained, we would have been in a position where
they could have entertained it, and we would have been
powerless?

Mr. CARAWAY. Will not the Senator from Idaho be so
generous as to say now that if he sghall prevail, and we do not
go into the court at all, we will be in no position to prevent
the court from handing down an opinion, either advisory or
otherwise?

Mr. BORAH. No; there is another way by which we pro-
tect ourselves if we do not go into the court. We are in no
way bound to consider the action of a foreign court of which
we are not a member.

Mr. CARAWAY. Yes; with a gun.

Mr. REED of Missouri. That is what we will have to do.

Mr. BORAH. That is likely what will happen if the court
assumes to advise on matters of a certain kind.

Mr. CARAWAY. Then we shall be in no worse fix than we
are in now.

Mr. BORAH. Yes; we will have been sitting upon the tri-
bunal which had passed upon the matter and of which we are
a member.

Mr. CARAWAY. No; the tribunal can not pass upon it if
we go into it with this reservation, unless we assent to it. But
if we follow the Senator’s advice, the court can pass upon it
and we will not be in a position to object, because we will have
refused to participate.

Mr. BORAH. Then, as I understand the Senator, we are
going into the court for the purpose of protecting ourselves
against the court.

Mr. CARAWAY. We are going into the court in order to
protect ourselves against people who want to have war in
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order to protect other people. According to the Senator's
position, he wants to stay out so we can not protect ourselves
at all.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I invite the attention of the Senator
from Idaho to the express language of reservation 5:

Nor shall it, without the consent of the Unifed States, entertain any
request for an advisory opinion touching any dispute or question in
which the United States has or claims an interest.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, before the Senator
from California takes his seat, will he permit me to get his
idea in regard to the matter of advisory opinions? The reser-
vation undertakes to protect the United States against advisory
opinions. Suppose that Haiti, being a member of the league,
and England, being a member of the league, shonld enter into
a treaty whereby Haiti was to grant to England rights in the
bays or in the poris of Haiti. Suppose a dispute should arise
between them with reference to the rights of either country
under that treaty and they should appeal to the court. Would
that be an advisory opinion or would that be an actunal case
before the court? :

AMr. SHORTRIDGE. That is not a case in point, and I do
not feel called upon to clarify the sifuation and make answer
to the guestion.

Mr. REED of Missouri. I think it is exactly in point;
because if the case I put is not covered as an advisory matter,
but is an actual case, then we are not protected against the
decisions in actual cases.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. If we claim an interest in such a
case, we would have the right to assert it, and by these reser-
vations the court is precluded from entertaining that case or
rendering that advisory opinion.

Mr, REED of Missouri. Would it be advisory? That is
the question I am asking the Senator.

Mr, SHORTRIDGE. I rose merely to make an inquiry
originally of the Senator from Missouri in regard to his pro-
prosed amendment as it might affect the Monroe doctrine.
I have my own views in regard to that doctrine, and I happen
to know something of its origin and its application. I assert
for myself that whether we adhere to the court or not, with
or without any reservations, there is no court on this earth
set up and there is no nation on the earth that has or will
have a right to determine what the Monroe doctrine is. We
shall determine what that doctrine is; and if we be not in-
competent, decadent, pusillanimous, and unworthy sons of
brave men and women, we will do as Cleveland did and as
Roosevelt did and say to England or to Germany, “ You shall
not violate this doctrine as we have interpreted it.”

Mr. STEPHENS. I would like to ask the Senator from Wis-
congin [Mr, Lexroor] with reference to his intention to reach a
final vote to-night. :

Mr. LENROOT. I expect to ask the Senate to go into secret
executlve session when we conclude with the so-called Swanson
reservations, We will not go any further to-night, but we hope
to conclude to-morrow and will conclude to-morrow.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. REED of Missouri. I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered and taken.

Mr, GERRY. I desire to announce that the senior Senator
from Alabama [Mr. UxpErRwoon] and the junior Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. Epwarns] are necessarily detained from the
Senate, If present, each of these Senators would vote *nay”
on this guestion.

The result was announced—yeas 6, nays 82, as follows:

YEAS—6
Blease Harreld Moses Reed, Mo,
Copeland Johnson

NAYB—82
Ashurst Fletcher MeKellar Schall
Bayard Frazier MelLean Sheppard
Binghnm George MeMaster Shipstead
Borah Gerry MeNa Shortridge
Eration Gillett Mayfield Simmons
Brookhart Glass Means Bmith
Broussard Goff Metealf Bmoot
Bruee Gooding Neely Stanfield
Butler Gireene Norris Stephens
Cameron Hale ye Swanson
Capper Harris Oddie Trammell
Carnway Harrison Overman Tyson
Couzens Heflin Pepper Wadsworth
Curtis Howell Phipps Walsh
Dile Jones, N. Mex, Pine Warren
Deneen Jones, Wash. Pittman Watson
Edge Kendrick Ransdell Weller
Ernst Keyes Reed, Pa, Wheeler
Fernald l\'lnﬁ Robinson, Ark. Willis
Ferris La Follette Robinson, Ind.
Fess Lenroot Sackett
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NOT VOTING—S8
Cummin, Po
Diny Rlward Norbaek” Williameo!

So- the amendment offered by Mr. Reep of Missouri was
rejected.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to
the fourth branch of reservation No. 5, being lines 25 and 26
on page 3 and lines 1 to 7 on page 4, which the Clerk will read.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

Resolved further, That adherence to the said protocol and statute
hereby approved shall not be so construed as to require the United
States to depart from its traditional policy of not intruding upon,
interfering with, or entangling itself in the politieal gnestions of policy
or internal administration of any forelgn state; nor shall adherence to
the sald protocol and statute be construed to imply a relinquishment
by the United States of its traditional attitude toward purely Ameri-
can questions. -

The fourth branch of reservation No. 5 was agreed fo.

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, I wish now to offer an amend-
ment, on page 3, after line 10, which I will ask to have read.
I will add that I shall not press for discussion or vote upon
it this evening, but I wish to have the question pending when
the Senate reassembles to-morrow after the recess,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Clerk will state the reserva-
tion offered by the Senator from New Hampshire.

The Caier CrLErx. On page 3, after line 10, insert the fol-
lowing :

6. That the adherence of the United States to the statute of the
World Court is conditioned upon the understanding and agreement that
the judgments, decrees, and/or advisory opinions of the court shall not
be enforced by war under any name or in any form whatever,

EXECUTIVE BESSION, WITH CLOSED DOORS

Mr. LENROOT. I move that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of executive business, with closed doors.

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the
consideration of secret executive business. After five minutes
the doors were reopened.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

As in legislative session,

Mr. COPELAND presented the following telegrams relative
to the participation of the United States in the World Court,
which were ordered to lie on the table and to be printed in
the Recorp, as follows:

[Western Union telegram]

ITHACA, N. Y., January 22, 1926,
Senator COPELAND,
Capitol Building, Washington, D, O.;

Telegram sent you by Ralph Smith does nmot represent all of Ithaca,
Town and city divided on question. Believe majority of Tompkins
County overwhelmingly against us entering World Court. Other tele-
grams following,

Rev. L. E. GorLp,
L. E. Crasy, Supervisor Town of Itheca.

[Western Union telegram]
Itnaca, N. Y., January 23, 1926,
Senator Rorar 8, COPBLAND,
Washington, D, 0.:

Cornell students and faculty voted overwhelmingly im favor of
entering World Court. Only 4 votes against entering out of approxi-
mately 1,000 cast. Telegram from M. E. Bnyder and committee wasa
from local Republican club of Ithaca, mot from Cornell students or
faculty.

RALPH SEWARD,
Chairman Students’ World Court Commitiee, Cornell University.

Mr. EDGE presented a resolution adopted by the Woman's
Christian Temperance Union of Kssex County, N.J., protesting
against the alleged attitude of the senior Senator from New
Jersey, Mr. Ebce, relative to the enforcement of the eight-
eenth amendment to the Constitution and the so-called Vol-
stead Act, which was referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary. !

Mr. FERRIS presented memorials of sundry ecitizens of
Antrim, Bay, Wayne, Shiawassee, Jackson, Lenawee, Dickin-
son, Kent, and Oakland Countles and of Detroit, Kalamazoo,
Bay City, Oakland, Hartford, Munissing, Grayling, Royal Oak,
Hart, Niles, Muskegon, Saginaw, Owosso, and Antwerp Town-
ships, all in the State of Michigan, remonstrating against the
participation of the United States in the Permanent Court
of International Justice, which were ordered to lie on the
table,
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Mr. BINGHAM presented a petition of faculty members of
the department of geological sciences of Yale University, pray-
ing the amendment of the existing copyright law by inserting
the words “or mimeographic process” after the words “or
photo-engraving process,” in lines 9, 15, 34, and 41 of said sec-
tion 15, which was referred to the Committee on Patents.

He also presented memorials and papers in the nature of
memorials from 180 citizens of Windham County; sundry citi-
zens of Burnside, Stonington, Norwich, Mystic, Bridgeport,
Stratford, New London, Niantie, East Lyme, Ansonia, Derby,
Shelton, Southbury, Seymour, Huntington, and South Britain,
all in the State of Connecticut, remonstrating against the par-
ticipation of the United States in the Permanent Court of
International Justice, which were ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. WARREN presented a memorial of sundry citizens of
Pine Bluffs, Wyo., remonstrating against the participation of
the United States in the Permanent Court of International
Justice, which was ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a resolution adopted by members of the
Wyoming Game and Fish Commission, remonstrating against
any exfension of the boundaries of the Yellowstone National
Park, which was referred to the Committee on Public Lands
and Surveys,

He also presented a memorial of the Sheridan Commercial
Club, of Sheridan, Wyo., remonstrating against amendment of
the existing immigration act so as to prohibit the immigration
of Mexicans into the United States, which was referred to the
Committee on Immigration.

Mr. McLEAN presented the petition of Charles L. Burdette
Camp, No. 4, United Spanish War Veterans, of Hartford, Conn.,
praying for the passage of legislation granting increased pen-
sions to Spanish-American War Veterans, which was referred
to the Committee on Pensions.

He also presented the petition of members of the Depart-
ment of Connecticut Woman's Relief Corps, Auxiliary to the
Grand Army of the Republic, of Waterbury, Conn., favoring
the passage of legislation granting increased pepsions to Civil
War Veterans and their widows, which was referred to the
Committee on Pensions. 3

He also presented a lefter in the nature of a petition from
the Conservation Committee, Connecticut Federation of Wo-
men's Clubs, at New Haven, Conn., favoring the passage of the
so-called McNary-Woodruff bill, providing for the preservation
and extension of the national forests, which was referred to
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

He also presented papers and telegrams in the nature of
petitions from the Women’s Republican Club, of Hartford; the
Theological Seminary, of Hartford ; the Seminary Foundation,
of Hartford; the World Court Committee, of Hartford; Con-
necticut League of Women Voters, of New Haven; the League
of Women Voters and the Woman's Christian Temperance
Union, of Meriden; the League of Women Voters, of Walling-
ford; the Chamber of Commerce, of Branford; the League of
Women Voters, of West Hartford, and members of the Mon-
day Club, of New Milford, all in the State of Connecticut, favor-
ing the participation of the United States in the Permanent
Court of International Justice, which were ordered to lie on
the table.

He also presented resolutions adopted by the Father Me-
Keown Branch, Anclent Order of Hibernians, of New Haven;
Division No. 5, Ladies’ Auxiliary, Ancient Order of Hibernians,
of Waterbury, and Division No. 1, Ladies’ Auxiliary, Anclent
Order of Hibernians, of Naugatuck, all in the State of Connec-
ticut, protesting against the participation of the United States
in the Permanent Court of International Justice, which were
ordered to lie on the table,

REPORT OF THE COMMERCE COMMITTEE

Mr. BINGHAM, from the Committee on Commerce, to which
was referred the bill (8. 1305) granting the consent of Con-
gress to the highway commissioner of the town of Elgin, Kane
County, IlL., to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge across
the Fox River, reported it without amendment and submitted
a report (No. 04) thereon.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimons
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. NORBECK:

A bill (8. 2779) granting a penslon to Teressa K. Shriner;

A Dbill (8. 2780) granting an increase of pension to Annie I.
Summers (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 2781) granting &n increase of pension to Augusta
M. Post (with accompanying papers) ; and

A bill (8. 2782) granting an increase of pension to Jennie
8t. Clair (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on
Pensions.
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By Mr. RANSDELL: :

A bill (8. 2783) granting a pension to Susan E. Hart; to
the Committee on Pensions,

A bill (8. 2734) granting the consent of Congress to the
Louisiana Highway Commission to construet, maintain, and
imrateds bridge across the Black River at or near Jonesvyille,

a.; an

A bill (8. 2785) granting the consent of Congress to the
Louisiana H'ighway Commission to construct, mﬁli.ntaiu, and
operate a bridge scross the Ouachita River at or near Harri-
sonburg, La. ; to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. CAPPER:

A Dbill (8. 2786) for the velief of Donald W. Stewart (with
dccompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. McLEAN:

A bill (8. 2787) granting a pension to Mary M. Carroll (with
accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. WILLIS:

A bill (8. 2788) for the relief of Joseph Jameson (with ac-
companying papers) ; to the Committee on Claims.

A bill (8. 2789) granting an increase of pension to William
Frederick Gross (with accompanying papers) ; and

A bill (8. 2790) granting a pension to Emma King (with
accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. McKINLEY (by request) :

A bill (8. 2791) authorizing the appointment as second lien-
tenant in the United States Marine Corps of Wilson B. Me-
Candless ; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. ERNST:

A bill (8. 2792) relating to sales and contracts to sell in
interstate and foreign commerce; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

A bill (8. 2793) granting a pension to Lucy Swoope (with
accompanying papers) ;

A Dbill (8. 2794) granting a pension to Ellen Dixon (with
accompanying papers) ; and

A bill (8. 2795) granting an increase of pension to Anna M.
Outten (with aceompanying papers): to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. CURTIS:

A bill (8. 2796) to authorize the building of a bridge and
approaches thereto across the Potomac River between Mont-
gomery County, in the State of Maryland, and Fairfax County,
in the State of Virginia; to the Committee on Commerce.

A bill (8, 2797) granting an increase of pension to Alfred
Trefethen (with accompanying papers) :

A bill (8. 2798) granting an increase of pension to Mary C.
Newman (with accompanying papers) :

A bill (8. 2799) granting an increase of pension to Thomas
Humpbrey (with accompanying papers) ;

A Dbill (8. 2800) granting an increase of pension to Willlam
A. Faulk (with accompanying papers) :

A bill (8. 2801) granting an increase of pension to Rachel
Christy (with accompanying papers) ; and

A bill (8. 2802) granting an increase of pension to Fanny E.
Taylor (with acgompanying papers); to the Committee on
Pensions. \

By Mr. NORBECK :

A Dill (8. 2803) to create a commission with authority to
hear and determine claims of individual members of the Sionx
Tribe of Indians against tribal funds or against the United
States; to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. HARRELD:

A bill (8. 2804) granting an increase of pension to Arminda
J. Madison (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on
Pensions,

By Mr. SHEPPARD:

A bill (8. 2805) enabling postal employees who are ex-service
men to utilize leaves of absence in order to attend the meeting
of the American Expeditionary Force in France; to the Com-
mittee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

HOUBE BILL REFERRED

The bill (H. R. 7554) making appropriations for the Navy
Department and the naval service for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1927, and for other purposes, was read twice by its
title and referred to the Committee on Appropriations.

AMENDMENT TO TAX REDUCTION BILL

Mr. NORRIS submitted an amendment intended to be pre-
posed by him to House bill 1, the tax-reduction bill, which was
ordered to lie on the table and to be printed in the REecorp, as
follows:

On page 113, line 1, strike out all after the word * records ™ down
to and including the word * President” in llne 5 on said page, and in
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lieu thereof insert the following: “and shall be open to examination
and inspection as other public records under the same rules and regula-
tions as may govern the examination of public documents generally.”

RECESS

Mr. CURTIS. I move that the Senate take a recess until
noon to-morrow,

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o'clock and 17 minutes
p. m.) the Senate, as in open executive session, took a recess
until to-morrow, Wednesday, January 27, 1926, at 12 o'clock

meridian.

NOMINATIONS
Erecutive nominations received by the Senate January 26 (leg-
islative day of January 16), 1926

Exvoys EXTRAORDINARY AND MINISTERS PLENIPOTENTIARY

John Dyneley Prince, of New Jersey, now envoy extraor-
dinary and minister plenipotentiary of the United States to
Denmark, to be envoy extraordinary and minister plenipoten-
tiary of the United States of America to the Kingdom of the
Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes.

H. Percival Dodge, of Massachusetts, now envoy extraor-
dinary and minister plenipotentiary of the United States to the
Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes, to be envoy
extraordinary and minister plenipotentiary of the United
States of America to Denmark.

CONFIRMATIONS
Erecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate January 26
(legislative day of January 16), 1926
POSTMASTERS
COLORADO
Francis M. Wheeler, Campo.
CONNECTICUT

Harlan G. Hills, East Hampton.
Durward B. Granniss, New Preston,
Charles A. Jerome, Plainfield.
Edward Perkins, Suffield.

Robert 0. Judson, Woodbury.

DELAWARE
Fred C. Powell, Harrington.
MARYLAND
Margaret T. Bowdoin, College Park.,
Harry Bodein, Perry Point.
NEW HAMPSHIRE
Charles Myers, Jaffrey.
NEW MEXICO
Ralph Gutierrez, Bernalillo.
NORTH CAROLINA

Clyde H. Jarrett, Andrews.
Marvin E. Johnson, Candor,
John W. Shook, Clyde.
Iredell V. Lee, Four Oaks.
Mary W. Turner, Gatesville.
Heber R. Munford, Greenville.
Charles R. Hester, St. Pauls,
Pearle R. Luttrell, Shulls Mills.
Samuel B. Edwards, Tryon.
Otto 8. Woody, Whitakers.
NORTH DAKOTA

Ruth €. Whiteaker, Alamo.

Ada E. Olson, Fingal.

Arthur B. McLaughlin, Hope,

Leif O, Fjeld, Mayville,

Willlam E. Burhans, Sentinel Butte,

Milton T. Hefty, Walcott.

Thaddens C. Michael, Willow City.

OKLAHOMA

Ray E. Sutton, Boynton.

Rosa B. Britton, Cyril,

Jesse W. Pinkston, Drumright.

Leo N. Hawkins, Hitcheock.

Herbert Harris, Oilton.

Frank J. Kohr, Potean.

Alta G. Stockton, Sparks.
PENNSYLVANTA

Fred Ungard, Allenwood.
Franklin T. Dindinger, Monaca.
Johu M. Hayes, Montoursville.
Alden M, Schnell, Youngsville.
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PORTO RICO
Franklin H, Bunker, Caguas,
Jose Carrera, Humacao.
Pedro Muniz Rivera, Manati.

SOUTH CAROLINA
John B, Bagnal, Ellenton.
Rosa B. Grainger, Lake View,
Edward W. Shull, New Brookland.
David 8. Pitman, Nichols.
Pearle H, Padget, Saluda.
William H. Lott, St. George.

UTAH

Ewell C. Bowen, Hiawatha,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Toespay, January 26, 1926

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered
the following prayer:

Our fathers' God, to Thee we raise our voice in humble
prayer. YWe seek the blessing of forgiveness and the guidance
of Thy wisdom. We believe that Thou art a refuge and an
ever-present help in time of need. With one accord may we
acknowledge Thee to be the Maker of heaven and earth, in
whom we have our being. Lead us all to most seriously appre-
ciate the high value that belongs to all honest action. May
we assume all our obligations and fill the hours with steady,
faithful endeavor. What dignity all life acquires if we relate
it to God. Help us, O Lord, in every service; then all labor
shall be sacramental and a noble pride shall be our birthright.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

.

COOPERATIVE MARKETING ACT

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Sperker, I move that the House re-
solve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union for the consideration of the bill (H. R. T893) to
create a division of cooperative marketing in the Department
of Agriculture; to provide for the acquisition and dissemination
of information pertaining to cooperation ; to promote the knowl-
edge of cooperative principles and practices; to provide for
calling advisers to counsel with the Secretary of Agriculture
on cooperative activities; to anthorize cooperative associations
to acquire, interpret, and disseminate crop and market informa-
tion, and for other purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, with Mr, Brag in
the chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the further consideration
of the bill H. IR. 7893, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr., Joxes: Page 2, line 2, after the word
“ farms,” strike out the remaining part of line 2 and Ipsert in lien
thereof the following: “and also any products thereof processed or
manufactured by farmers or cooperative organizations of farmers.”

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, my reason for offering this
amendment is that section 5 of this bill, following in large
measure the provisions of the exemption provided by the Cap-
per-Volstead Act, with some very small changes, exempits people
engaged in the distribution of agricultural produncts from the
operations of the antitrust law. Since those exemptions are
granted—and they are important—it becomes likewise impor-
tant that no one should be granted the exemption except per-
sons engaged in producing these products or cooperative orgnn-
izations of those engaged in the distribution thereof,

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Wil the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES, In just a moment.

In that connection the definition of what constitutes agricul-
tural products becomes important, and, in my juwigment., be-
comes all important, because on that definition hinges the appli-
cation of other sections of the bill, This measure defines agri-
cnltural products. That definition is found in the first section,
It ot only defines agricultural products to be those things that
are generally termed agricultural products, but it also says
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“produets raised or produced on the farms and processed or
munufactured products thereof.” -

I am not quite sure that that would give those engaged
the distribution of thosge products, who are not producers, an
exemption, but I am afraid it would, and I do not think we
should take any chances on it.

I now yield to my colleague.

Mr. BLACK of Texas. It seems to me section 5 is as plain
as language conld be written on that subject. It says “ persons
engaged as original producers of agricultural products, such as
farmers, planters, ranchmen, dairymen, nut or fruit growers."
It seems to me that langnage is plain enough.

Mr. JONES, That would be true if the additional language
named in section 1 were not to be construed in connection with
what my colleague has read. Section 5 contains a reference to
original producers, which is not in the Capper-Volstead Act,
and these are given the privilege of “acting together in asso-
ciations, corporate or otherwise,” Section 1 gives the definition
of what the term “agricultural products” includes, and it
makes that term include processed or manufactured products.
I think that within that definition in section § would be an
organization, corporate, for instance, that had a few producers
but had a lot of people who were not producers, or it might
include producers of finished products who are not farmers at
all. Persons so engaged would have this exemption, and a
corporation might have the same privileges.

Mr. McDUFFIE. May 1 interrupt the gentleman just a
moment ?

Mr. JONES. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. McDUFFIE, Does not the gentleman fear, as I do, that
the use of the words “ manufactured products thereof ” wounld
permit such organizations or corporations as cottonseed-oil
organizations or even the canning industry thromghout the
country to be relieved of the burdens of the antitrust laws
under the language of this proposed act?

Mr. JONES. I am afraid it wounld, for this reason: The
exemption provided in section 5 is included in practically the
exact words of the old exemption law. The old exemption law
is tied up absolutely with the definition of what constitutes
agricultural products.

In the first section of this bill, as my friend from Alabama
suggests, the definition of agrieultural products includes not
only what we have generally considered as agricultural prod-
nets, but also includes processed or manufactured products
thereof transported or intended to be transported in inter-
state and foreign commerce. I am afraid even if section &
were not in this bill, or if we were to eliminate section & from
this bill, that definition of agricultural products being enacted
into permanent law would %ie itcelf by construction onto the
exemption of the Capper-Volstead Act and be effective to
exempt people engaged wholly in the distribution of products.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas
has expired.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have five min-
utes more.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks unani-
mous consent to proceed for five additional minutes. Is there
objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Will the gentleman from
Texas yield to me? _

Mr, JONES. I will be glad to yield to the gentleman.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Referring now to the defi-
nition of agricultural products, is there anything in the bill
to limit those products to American products? Suppose a
number of companies should organize into an association and
manufacture and process foreign goods or import a great lot
of forelgn goods to mingle with the products of the United
States; would they have the same protection that is intended
for American products or American producers?

Mr. JONES. I think anyone claiming the benefits of this
bill would have to be operating in this country, and I do not
think there is any immediate danger of that. That point has
not been brought up.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. They would have to be
operating in this country, but not on American goods. It seems
to me that something should be put in this bill making a
proper limitation of that kind.

Mr. JONES. I have not studied the bill with reference to
that particular peint. I will look into it further, and I would
be pleased if the gentleman would also look into that phase
of it.

Mr. KINCHELOE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr, KINCHELOE, The gentleman will remember that this
was discussed with various witnesses at the hearings, and if
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the gentleman’s amendment should be adopted—and I think
it should be—does not the gentleman think he ought to add
further to his amendment the langnage “or any subsidiary
corporation created by them™?

Mr. JONES. There would be no objection to that amend-
ment to the one I suggest, and I would be glad fo have the
gentleman offer it. I think this amendment should be adopted
for the reason that the limitation can not hurt anything.

I want to say that there has hardly been a bill presented to
the Agriculture Committee which affected cooperative organi-
zation in any way that some one or some outside organization
has not tried to secure some provision that would give them
the exempiions that are granted the farmer organizations in
connection with the distribution of their produets. You re-
member that the sole purpose of the original law was to grant
exemptions to cooperative organizations, so that they might
get in unhindered fashion the benefits of cooperative market-
ing. It is recognized by everyone that they could not get, and
could not be given, certain advantages that other business
organizations of the country enjoy. The nature of their pro-
duction and the character of the distribution makes it very
difficult for them to apply certain business practices used so
effectively by business organizations. I do not think the House
ought to take any steps that will give the outside organizations—
the organizations which compete with the farmer—the right of
an exemption or to contend for an exemption. Ibelieveif weadopt
this bill many will be trying to get exemptions under the act.
Many of the independent organizations that have long sought
exemption from the antitrust laws will be given a chance to
claim that exemption. Why not make the provisions so clear
that they can not even claim these exemptions?

Mr. FORT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment. The question raised by the gentleman from
Texas was seriously considered in the committee when it
drafted the bill. The bill as originally presented to the House
contained different language in section 5 from that which now
appears in the bill reported to the House. The committee
realized the possibility that the language used in the definition
of section 1 might be so construed in conneetion with section
5 as to give exemption to business and corporate organizations.

Section 5 was referred fo the legislative drafting serviee
with which, as a member of the committee, I had the privilege
of drafting the language in section 5, which is as clear as the
able representatives of that service and of the Department of
Agriculture and myself could make it. The gentleman from
Texas has made two points—first, that the definition in this
bill may be construed as applicable to other legislation. The
language in this act in reference to this definition is * when
used in this aect,” the term * agricultural produects” means
the things thereafter defined. It does not make it a definition
for any other legal purpose except the construction of this
piece of legislation,

Mr. JONES. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FORT. Yes.

Mr. JONES. I call the gentleman's attention to the last
sectiod of the bill, which says—
nothing contained in this act is intended nor shall be construed to
modify or repeal any of the provisions In the act of February 18,
1922.

Mr. FORT. Yes; but the gentleman made one statement
that ought to be corrected, that the Capper-Volstead Act does
not relate to corporations. It does; it says “any association,
corporate or otherwise,” exactly as in this act.

The point of the gentleman is in error in this. It is the
purpose of this act to permit the Department of Agriculture
to cooperate, for example, for the organization of cooper-
atives of farmers for the organization of cooperatives of
creamery men, and to permit the department to cooperate in
the organization of associations of cottonseed-oil men. It is
permitted, and it is intended, under the act that the Govern-
ment shall cooperate with the marketing organizations of agri-
cultural products, whether those market organizations handle
the product in its imitial or raw form, or whether, as is
essential in many industries, they handle the products in a
semicomplete or completed form. So far as the permissive
features of the law go, so far as it relates to the dissemina-
tion of information, so far as it relates fo the organization of
associations, it goes to each product of the farm, whether it
be in its original or initial shape, or in the shape in which it
may be subsequently put for handling in the public market.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New
Jersey has expired.

Mr. FORT. I ask for five minutes more, r

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of th
gentleman?

There was no objection,
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Mr. McDUFFIE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FORT. Yes.

Mr. McDUFFIE, TUnder the gentleman's statement as to
products in the initial and subsequent form, why could not the
packing industry avail themselves of this legislation?

Mr. FORT. No reason on earth,

Alr. McDUFFIE, Or the cottonseed oil men?

Mr. FORT. Is it not to the interest of the cotfon industry
that they should have the privilege?

AMr. McDUFFIE. It is not in the interest of the original
producer of cottonseed.

Mr. FORT. I think it is. But if the gentleman will pardon
me a moment, will he name any provision in the first four
gections of this bill that he would not be willing to have ap-
plied to the packing houses or the cottonseed industry?

Mr. McDUFFIE. What about the fifth seetion?

Mr. FORT. That is where we come now.

Mr. McDUFFIE. The definition of the term *agricultural
products ™ that the gentleman has called attention fo is an-
other provision that I would not have applied, and if there is
any doubt about it why not remove it?

Mr. FORT. That term “agricultural products” for the
purpose of this act might have been made to include the
products of mines, but that would not affect the rest of the
legislation, If the gentleman will read section 5 of this bill
in the form that it is presented to the House, I think he will
find that we have limited the powers of the cooperatives, in
go far as this bill gives them powers, to cooperatives composed
of original producers.

We have not limited the powers of the Department of Agri-
culture. It may deal with cooperative associations whether
they be of the original producers or of the handlers of finished
products. But when we come to the powers of the cooperatives
themselves, the powers that they may exercise independently
of the Department of Agriculture, we have there limited them
to cooperatives of original producers. For the purpose of
comparison; I want to read the language of the bill as it was
originally drawn and introduced into this Honse. The
langunage of section 5 as it came to the committee was as
follows :

Persons engaged in the production of agricultural products, as
farmers, planters, ranchmen, dairymen, nut or froit growers, and other
like agricultural activities,

The committee felt that that language related to the defini-
tion of agricultural products in the first seetion, and would
extend the benefits of section 5 to the packers and the cotton-
seed-oil people and to other organizations. :

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FORT. Yes.

Mr. KINCHELOE. If you leave this langnage in here—

and processed or manufactured products thereof—
Then if you apply that to section 5, where it says—
as original producers of agricultural products—

What reason would there be why any product that is proe-
essed by the packers would not have rights under this law
unless we adopt the Jones amendment?

Mr. FORT. We have limited the language “original pro-
ducers ” so that it is “original producers,” “such as farmers.”

Mr. KINCHELOE., The point I make is that they would be
the original producer of the products as defined in section 1.
I can see why the gentleman, coming from the distriet which
he represents, might have a different attitude from those of us
who reprezent agricultural distriets.

AMr. FORT. I state to the gentleman, as I stated to him in
the committee, that I am willing to stand on the floor of this
Tousze and advocate some modification of the Sherman law as
applicable to other types of corporations, but that I am un-
willing to see it done by a joker, and therefore, with the ap-
proval of the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. HavGeN], I suggested
to the Committee on Agriculture the amendment of this bill
as originally drawn.

Mr, HOUSTON. Would not the following change in the sec-
ond line on page 2 more clearly express the intentlon of the
committee—

proceszed or manufactured by producers thereof—
Instead of—
processed or manufsctured by prodocers thereof—

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New
Jersey has expired.
My, WINGO, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that

his time be extended for five minutes,
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection. :

Mr. FORT. The language in section 1 as a definition of agri-
cultural products is the definition which was desired in the
bill by the representatives of the cooperative associations who
appeared before us. They desired it because, for example, the
gentleman representing the cooperdtfives in the eranberry busi-
ness said that they also to a large extent might handle jellies
and things of that sort which they made from their cran-
berries; that that might become the major part of their entire
business; but that they were still the original producers of the
preducts. They want these provisions, so far as may be, to
permit the organization of cooperatives, which shall include the
elevator men in the farmer sections of the Northwest, the
farmers’ elevators, which shall include the eotton gins, per-
haps, in the South, which handle some of the cotton products.

They want these associations for the purpose of getting mar-
ket information applicable to the produet from the time it
starts in the ground until it is completed as a finished article.
They want purchasing cooperatives, and they want the De-
partinent of Agriculture to help all those cooperative organiza-
tions and give them market information. In order to reach
these various things it was essential that this definition of
agricultural products should be as broad as we could make it;
but when we came to section 5. which gives specific powers to
these organizations, we worked for hours and hours om the
language fo make that as clear as it can be made, to limit that
to the original producer.

Mr. KETCHAM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FORT. Yes.

Mr. KETCHAM. If I understand the gentleman correctly,
Lhe believes that if we strike out the words that are proposed
to be sfricken out by the amendment, that would limit the ac-
tivities of the men who are enumerated specifically in section
d to merely the production, and would not alllow them to go
into any proposition cooperatively of manufacturing the prod-
ucts of their toil.

Mr. FORT. I have not considered that from that angle, but
I think that might be the effect, The point I do want to make
is that what we are trying to do is to help the farmer market
his products.

These are cooperative marketing associations. Now, some
of that product is going to be marketed raw, some is going to
be marketed semimanufactured, and some completely manufac-
tured. If the farmer is to get the full benefit of his market
you have got to allow him to organize all through the process
of marketing. But when he comes to section 5, and wants to
claim immunity from the Sherman law, then he has got to
show that the association that claims immmunity is an associa-
tion of original producers, such as farmers, planters, dairy-
men, and so forth.

Mr. McDUFFIE. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr, FORT. Yes.

Mr. McDUFFIE. Did the committee consider naval stores
as a forest produet?

Mr. FORT. It is not “edible products,” although there are
some people who chew gum.

Mr. McDUFFIE. What is the objection to including naval
stores in this language after the word “ forest,” on page 2, de-
claring as to what agricultural products will constitute in the
meaning of this act?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. FORT. May I have one more minute in which to answer
this question?

The CHAIRMAN.
The Chair hears none,

Mr. FORT. I want to say to the gentleman that I see no
objection to the suggestion that he has made, and that sugges-
tion but emphasizes the undesirability of narrowing the defini-
tion now in the bill in any way. We have endeavored to reach
every tvpe of agricultural products of which we could think.
If we have failed, we regret it; but we think the language
shonld be left in the definition just as broad as it is now and
that we should take no chances by adding the amendment of
the gentleman from Texas and thus possibly narrowing the
scope of the remedial and helpful legislation we are planning
under this bill.

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment to
the Jones amendment.

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. KixcagLop moves to amend the amendment of Mr, JoxES as
follows: At the end of the Jones amendment insert the words “or
any subsidiary corporation created by them.”

Is there objection? [After a pause]
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Mr. KINCHELOE, Will the Clerk read the Jones amend-
ment as amended if the amendment to the Jones amendment is
adopted ?

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 2, line 2, after the word “ farm,” strike out the remaining
part of line 2 and insert in lien thereof the following: “and also any
products thereof processed or manufactured by farmers or cooperative
associations of farmers or any subsidiary corporation created by them.”

Mr., KINCHELOE. Mr, Chairman and gentlemen of the
committee, I want to call attention to the significance of this
amendment to you gentlemen who represent agricultural dis-
tricts, and especially if you are going to vote for this bill for
the benefit of the farmers and cooperative associations of
farmers and not for packers and other business that may get
into this—I want to say to you there is more significance in
this amendment than you would think, and I am very much
persuaded of this fact since the gentleman from New Jersey
concluded. Now, as to the significance of this amendment.
The first section undertakes to define what the agricultural
products are. It goes on down here and then at the latter
part this definition of agricultural products “and processed or
manufactured produets thereof.”

Now, if you leave that in there then you say that any agri-
cultural article that has been processed or manufactured by
packers is an agricultural product under this definition. Now,
then, when you get to section 5 it says:

Persons engaged as original producers of agricultural products, such
as farmers, planters, ranchmen, dairymen, nut or fruit growers, acting
together in assoclations, corporate or otherwise.

In other words, if we leave this in we say a product processed
by packers is of the original product under section 5, because
it says, “persons engaged as original producers whether they
are corporate or otherwise,” and if this Jones amendment is
not adopted these people could process or manufacture the
products of the farmer, and therefore I think what the gentle-
man from New Jersey wants done is to let other people in here
besides the farmer and cooperative-marketing associations,

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, KINCHELOE. Yes.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Section 5, in the second
line, indicates what significance they would attach to the words,
“gneh as farmers, planters, ranchmen, dairymen, nut or fruit
growers.” It does not say anything about packers there.

Mr. KINCHELOE. You have not read all of it. The words
following are, ‘“acting together in associations, corporate or
otherwise.” It means, if this language stays in here, under the
first section they are considered to be processed or manufac-
tured products. It means that the packers who are manufac-
turing or processing products are original producers of agri-
cultural products and will come under this proposition here, be-
‘canse it says “ corporate or otherwise.”

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. I would agree entirely
with the gentleman that it would relate to organizations, cor-
porate or otherwise, and to packers’ associations, or shoe manu-
facturers, or clothing manufacturers, if it were not for the
words in section 2. I am not captious about this. I want it
to be right. I am interested in it. I am heartily in favor of
the bill. But let me direct the attention of the gentleman to
these words on line 22 of page 4, “such as farmers, planters,
ranchmen, dairymen, nut or fruit growers.” Are those words
really a limitation npon it? Are these the only ones that sec-
tion 5 speaks of?

Mr. KINCHELOR. It says, “acting together in associations,
corporate or otherwise.”

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. I know these farmers
could cooperate. The farmers could organize a corporation, and
the ranchmen could organize a corporation. But is that a defi-
nition of what original producers are, and are only those to be
considered original producers—farmers, ranchmen, dairymen,
and so forth?

Mr. KINCHELOE. 1 think that this includes manufactures
thereof. If youn want to help the farmers and cooperative or-
ganizations only, put in the Jones amendment, and then there
will not be any doubt about it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Kentucky
has expired.

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous congent that the gentleman may proeeed for five minutes
more,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Minnesota?

There was no ohjection,
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Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr, KINCHELOE. Yes.

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Section 5, line 21, speaks of
original producers. Does the gentleman contend that meat
packers would come under that term?

Mr. EINCHELOE. I think so. If the gentleman will turn
back to section 1, containing the definition of agricultural prod-
ucts, he will see that it says:

When used in this act, the term *“agricultural: products" means
agricultural, horticultural, viticultural, and dairy prodnets, Hvestock
and the products thereof, the products of poultry and bee raising, the
edible products of forestry, and any and all products raised or produced
on farms and processed or manufactured products thereof.

Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
for a question?

Mr., KINCHELOE. Then products that are processed or
manufactured by the packer are those of original producers?

Mr. HUDSPETH. Does the gentleman know that packers
own ranches all over the country, and also farms?

Mr. KINCHELOE. I think they would.

Gentlemen, if you want to keep out associations other than
those of farmers, adopt the Jones amendment. Then I know
the others will not come in.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KINCHELOE. Yes.

Mr. EDWARDS. Why limit this to *edible products of
forestry ¥? There are naval stores and so forth, you know,
manufactured from the forests, and in our section the farmers
own the land and pine trees.

Mr. EINCHELOE. I am not on theemajority of the com-
mittee on this bill. It represents the wishes of those in the
majority and the administration in power. Why they did not
insert them I do not know., I happened not to be in their
confidence. I hope youn will adopt the Jones amendment.
My amendment to the Jones amendment was offered, be-
cause I do not want to limit farmers or cooperative market
associations in their activities. Therefore, I add to that the
words “any subsidiary corporation organized by them.” I
want to give the farmers' organizations all the power they
want, and by adopting my amendment to the Jones amend-
ment and adopting the Jones amendment as amended there
will be no doubt but that this is simply a farmers’ bill, and
no other.

Mr. WINGO rose.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Arkansas is rec-
ognized.

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
all debate on this section and all amendments thereto be closed
in 15 minutes.

Mr. McDUFFIE. I want a few minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani-
mous consent that all debafe on this section and all amend-
ments thereto close in 15 minutes. Is there objection?

Mr. McDUFFIE. Mr. Chairman, I move to amend by making
it 20 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Jowa asks unani-
mous consent that the debate on this section and all amend-
ments thereto be limited to 15 minutes. Is there objection?

Mr. McDUFFIE. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Chair-
man, I want to submit to the gentleman the extension of that
time to 20 minutes, because this is a very important section to
this bill. Many gentlemen ‘want to ask questions about it. We
ought at least to have 5 minutes more. Make it 20 minutes.

Mr. KINCHELOE. I think the chairman of the committee
shounld be liberal. I think this is the only contest there will be.

Mr. HAUGEN. I modify my request, Mr. Chairman. and
make it 20 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa modifies his
request, and asks unanimons consent that debate on this see-
tion and all ameadments thereto be limited to 20 minutes. Is
there objection?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Arkansas is recog-
nized for five minutes,

Mr. McDUFFIE. Mr. Chairman, pending that, if the gen-
tleman will withhold——

Mr. WINGO. If it will neot be taken out of my time——

Mr, McDUFFIE. I offer an amendment for information.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Alabama for information only.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, MeDurrie: Page 1, line 6, after the word
“ edible,” insert the words * and naval stores.”
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The CHAIRMAN.
* Wixco] is recognized.

Mr, WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I hope the committee and the
lawyers of the House will give me their attention for a mo-
ment. Evidently the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. Fortl,
who made a very fine statement, misunderstands the Jones
amendment, in view of the answers he made to the inquiries
of my friend, the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. McLAUGH-
11¥]. We are discussing section 1. That gives the definition
of the term * agricuitural products.” Over in section 5 is the
construction of the antitrust law. What have you to con-
sider? You must consider the general antitrust law, and you
have to consider the provision of the annual appropriation bill
for the Department of Justice to the effect that the Attorney
General must not begin suits against farmers for thelr coop-
erative work. You can dismiss the packers from this con-
sideration.

I am not sure, but I have a recollection that either the
Supreme Court or some lower court has already interpreted
the packers’ act as taking the packers out from under the
antitrust laws unless they violate an order to desist issued by
the Secretary of Agriculture. So I say you can dismiss the

The gentleman from Arkansas [Mn
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packers from this discussion, because they are governed by a |
special law.

The only reason why you have got to amend section 5 of
this bill is because the Capper-Volstead Act does for these
cooperative organizations and for the farmers what the pack-
ers’ act did for the packers. It puts them under the control
of the Department of Agriculture and permits them to do
things that might technically be a violation of the antitrust
laws, but they must do those things under the regulatory con-
trol and restraint of fe Secretary of Agriculture, I think all
of us ean agree on that,

In this act, for the reasons which the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. Forr] very clearly stated, it was deemed advis-
able to broaden the definition of agrienltural products. As
stated by the gentleman from New Jersey, the cranberry
growers, as a group or as a cooperative association, might
determine—and I can understand that, representing, as 1 do,
a peach-growing district—to turn their produect into a manu-
factured product in order to save it, and that they would
market their manufactured product as the original producer.
That was why it was necessary to enlarge the definition of
agrienltural produets,\ and the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Joxesl, by his amendment, proposes to change that enlarging
langnage, which is found in line 2, page 2, by striking out
what is now there and putting in this liberalization:

And also any products thereof processed or manufactured by farmers
or cooperative organizations of farmers.

I think you had better take that definition, and I will tell

you why. Over in section 5§ you have done a very difficult
task in fhe best way you can. I worked on it last night and
tried to arrive at language which I thought would be better, |
but I could not arrive at any language without restricting it |
in such a way as to defeat the object we have in mind. All
of us want to permit thesge cooperative organizations to manu-
facture their raw materials if they want to and market them
in the manufactured state without danger of antitrust prose-
cution. The amendment proposed by the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Joxes] permits them to do that provided the
processing and the manufacturing are done either by the farm-
ers themselves or cooperative organizations of farmers.

Let me suggest to my friend from New Jersey that he had
better take that without any quarrel with his view, and I can
appreciate his view. Whenever he raises the question of the
cottonseed oil mills let me say that he may put this bill
through here, but he can not put it through the Senate in
that way, because the Senators from those States, who know
the investigations now going on with reference to the alleged
cottonseed oil trust, will be afraid you are doing something I
know you are not doing. I know you are honestly trying to
broaden the law, but if you let the bars down so that the
cottonseed oil crushers can come in you will find opposition
to your bill in the Senate, because the cottonseed oil crushers
can contend they are farmers just like the rest.

I think the language contained in the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Texas is effective. I think it will
achieve the purpose intended, and I think it will be safer
if the committee will accept that particular amendment. I
am against the amendment offered by the gentleman from
Kentucky [Mr. Kixcueroe], but I think the amendment

offered by the gentleman from Texas is a good one.
The CHAIRMAN.
kansas has expired.
Mr. McDUFFIE. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, it is not
my purpose to delay the committee in the least in trying to do

The time of the gentleman from Ar- /|
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something for the American farmer. As a matter of fact, it is
my opinion that this is the best practical way to lhelp the
farmers of this country, if we can help them by legislative
enactment. 1 have always felt, gentlemen, that the best way
to aid the farmers of this country was to do so by a system
that will best inform them as to the best method of the dis-
tribution and marketing of their products. What they need,
as a ruie, is a market, I have never thought we were going
to meet the situation by trying to pass legislation which runs
counter to the natural laws of supply and demand and those
economics fixed by nature. This measure, in my judgment,
has a splendid purpose, Cooperative marketing is one need of
to-day and will indeed be helpful to the farmers of this country.
What the results of this bill will be it is difficult to estimate,
and I am not enthusiastie over its provisions, but as we are try-
ing to help one class of farmers, let us help them all.

I have offered this amendment, which simply adds the words
“and naval stores” at the bottom of page 1, line G.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McDUFFIE., Yes.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Are there any cooperative organiza-
tions or associations that are¢ engaged in handling naval
stores?

Mr. McDUFFIE. I do not know; but we might have some
engaged in handling them, and that is what I want. I want
our original producers, especially the small ones, to cooperate
and engage in the business. I want the farmers who raise the
products of the pice tree in your territory and mine to have,
if possible, the benefit of this legislation; and my amendment
seeks to have it affect their products as well as all other farm
products.

Mr, LAGUARDIA. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McDUFFIE. Yes; for a brief question.

Mr. LAGUARDIA., What would the term “naval stores”
include?

Mr. McDUFFIE. The term “naval stores” would include
the products of the pine tree, especially the long-leaf yellow
pine. The pine tree is chipped or tapped and the sap or crude
resin runs at certain seasons of the year. This is distilled into
turpentine, resin, and the finished products. Thousands of
farmers along the Gulf coast and the South Atlantic seabonrd
and the great coastal plain where the long-leaf yellow pine
grows have pine trees on their little farms. Many of them
have their small distilleries. I mean, of course, turpentine
stills, by which they distill the erude resin iuto the finished
products of turpentine and resin.

What I want is simply to do justice by that class of farmers
and let them have the benefit of this cooperative marketing.

Mr. COLBE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McDUFFIE. Yes.

Mr. COLE. Does not the gentleman think the proposition

| ought to be stated more clearly? Is the word " naval” definite

enough?

Mr. McDUFFIE, I think so. The administration of all laws
affecting that class of farmers now comes under the Department
of Agriculture, through the Bureau of Forestry, and they un-
derstand what the term “naval stores” means. The term
“naval stores " has been defined to mean the products of the pine
tree. For the purposes of this act, the term is already defi-
nitely understood and well defined.

I hope you gentlemen will do justice by this class of farmers,
and there are many of them throughout the entire section of
the country from which I come, who should have the same
protection that this legislation may give to farmers of the
country generally. [Applanse.]

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Mr, Chairman, I agree
with the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Kixcaerog] that this
is a very, very broad definition of agricultural products. T do
not see how it could very well be made any broader. I agree with
the gentleman that the produets coming from the packers are
their original products. They are the original producers of
those products. I think the packers would be included. I
think the canners would be included; also shoe manufacturers
and manufacturers of wool and cotton clothing. There is noth-
ing, we might say, that is not included in this definition ; but we
may look further into the bill and see what can be done with
these original productions. We come then to section 5 and
we find a limitation upon the organization of these coopera-
tive associations, limiting it to certain producers. Who are
they? Let me read the part of the section to which I refer:

Sec. 5. Persons engaged as original producers of agricultural prod-
uets, such as farmers, planters, ranchmen, dairymen, out or fruit
growers, acting together in associations—

And so on.
This bill, in the assistance it would give, the encouragement
it would give, and the protection it would give, is limited to the
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original producers who are farmers, planters, ranchmen, dairy-
men, or nut or fruit growers. Men engaged in those produc-
tions can organize a company. They could organize a packing
plant. They could operate a series of tanneries or manufac-
tories of clothing or anything of that kind; but the organiza-
tions which are to receive the benefit and protection of this act
must be composed of these original producers who are de-
scribed in seetion 5.

Mr. BURTNESS, Will the gentleman yield for a suggestion?

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Yes,

Mr. BURTNESS. In other words, the phrase “such as
farmers, planters, ranchmen, dairymen, nut or fruit growers”
is actually a limitation as used in this act, and strictly limits
the general designation of agricultural products.

AMr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. I think so.

Mr. BURTNESS. I agree with the gentleman.
gentleman is absolutely right.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. I have suggested to the
chairman of the committee that the meaning which I wonld
give to this seetion would be strengthened and all doubt would
be removed as to the meaning of it if the words “such as”
were siricken out. Then it would read “persons engaged as
original producers of agricultural produects, farmers, planters,
ranchmen, dairymen, nut or fruit growers.” Then it would
leave no court or anyone else to speculate as to the meaning
or effect of the words “such as.”

Mr. BURTNESS. Will the gentleman yield further there?

Mr, McLAUGHLIN of Michigan, I yield.

Mr. BURTNESS. I fear that suggestion might be dangerous,
because then it might be claimed that all of these classes would
come in, inclunding the producers of agricultural products as
defined in section 1.

Mr., McLAUGHLIN of Michigan.
right.

Mr. BURTNESS. But possibly the elimination of the word
“such ™ would be better.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan.
fect if it can be made so.

Mr. BURTNESS, Why not eliminate the word “such™ and
then it would read, * persons engaged, as original producers
of agricultural produets, as farmers, planters, ranchmen, dairy-
men, nut or fruit growers, acting together in association.”
This would eliminate the word “such”™ which rather carries
the the implication with it that it might include some classes
that are similar to those specifically designated:

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. What words wonld the
gentleman put in or eliminate?

Mr. BURTNESS. 1 would suggest the elimination simply of
the word *such™ and then you would have the qualification
applied to the specific ones mentioned.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan, I have offered no amend-
ment. I have simply spoken to the amendments offered by the
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. KincHELOE] and the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. JoNes].

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, there are five minutes re-
maining of the time fixed on this section, and 1 would like to
speak in favor of the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. McDurriE] to include *“naval stores” in
this bill.

Mr. LAZARO. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to ob-
ject——

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Louisiana has not
the right to object.

Mr. LAZARO. I have no objection, but I would like to have
three minutes myself.

Mr. EDWARDS. I will divide the time with the gentleman
if I am recognized.

The CHAIRMAN. Then I will recognize the gentleman from
Georgia for two minutes,

Mr., EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman and members of the com-
mittee, I hope there will be no misunderstanding as to what
is meant by the term “naval stores”™ in the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. McDurrig].

This amendment is indeed important to the section I repre-
sent and to the section which the gentleman from Alabama
represents. I hope there will be no misunderstanding about
the term “ naval stores.”” The amendment contemplates giving
the owners of pine trees from which these * naval stores” are
produced the same benefits under this bill as enjoyed by those
who have maple trees for the production of maple sirup in
their distriets.

The pine trees are tapped or chipped and the gum is ex-
tracted and then manufactured, throngh a process of distilla-
tion, into spirits of turpentine and rosin, and that is defined,
classified, and known as “ naval stores,”

I think the

The gentleman may be

I wish the langunage per-
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I am heartily in favor of the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Alabama, as I am convinced it will mean much
to the South.

Mr. TILSON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EDWARDS. 1 yield {o the gentleman from Connecticut.

Mr. TILSON. I would like to ask the gentleman for infor-
mation whether this manufacturing is generally done by small
farmers or are these naval stores gathered or manufactured
by large companies or corporations?

Mr. EDWARDS, The trees are owned by the farmers, and
in many instances they are tapped and worked by the farmers
and the gum sold to the distiliers.

Mr. LAZARO. Mr. Chairman, I want to read two para-
graphs from a letter I have received from the turpentine and
rosin people:

The production of turpentine and rosin is chiefly an agricultural
pursuit, congisting of the wounding of the tree, collecting the gum,
and separating the gum into its two parts, turpentine and rosin—
nothing being added or taken from either product. In fact, the
method of production is identical with the production of the maple
girup and maple sagar from the northern maple tree,

According to statistics reported in the Department of Agriculture
Year Book there are approximately 1,400 producers of turpentine and
rosin, of which number the department believes that about 1,200 might
be classed as small producers, who only operate a small turpentine
orchard, handiing their product somewhat similar “to that of other
agricultural crops, with the result that oftentimes during the pro-
dueing season they are forced to market their produet, resulting in a
demoralized market.

All these men are asking for is the benefits of the cooperative
market.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAZARO. Yes,

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Out of the 1,200 farmers
what percentage of them produce these naval stores and what
percentage is produced by the big companies?

Mr. LAZARO. I am not in a position to answer that ques-
tion.

Mr, SUMMERS of Washington. I understand there are big
operators scattered thromghout the States who lease or own
thousands of acres of pine and operate them in the manufae-
ture of naval stores, just as big manufacturing concerns do in
other products. They do not come in the same class with the
original farmer.

Mr. KINDRED. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAZARO. I will yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. KINDRED. Tbhe gentleman refers to the distillers. I
;mmler if they are concerned in any violation of the Volstead
aw?

Mr. LAZARO. We are interested in turpentine and rosin
just now.

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I want to say with reference
to the McDuflie amendment that I can see no objection to it. It
simply broadens and defines the definition of agricultural prod-
ucts.

The CHATIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. KiNcHELOE] to the
amendment offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Joxgs],

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. May we have the amend-
ments again reported?

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the Jones amendment may be read as if amended by my
amendment.

Mr. DOWELL. If occurs to me, Mr. Chairman, that we
shonld first have both amendments read as they were offered.

Mr. TILSON. A parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman will state it.

Mr. TILSON. I ask that the Chair make a clear statement
to the committee that the McDuffie amendment is not now
pending before the committee.

The CHATRMAN. The McDuffie amendment is not pending.

Mr. TILSON. It is not pending now and will not be until
the other amendments are disposed of.

Mr, KINCHELOE. It has nothing to do with the pending
amendments.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the Clerk will report
the amendment offered by the gentleman from Texas and also
the amendment to the amendment by the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. KixcaELOE]. The Chair hears no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Joxes: Page 2, line 2, after the word
“farm,” strike out the remaining part of line 2 and insert in Heu
thereof the following: “and also any products thereof processed or
manufactured by farmers or cooperative organizations of farmers.”
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Amendment offered by Mr. EKixcustos to the amendment of Mr.
Joxes : At the gnd of the Jones amendment insert “or any subsidiary
corporation created by them.”

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Kentucky to the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Texas.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr.
Mr. KixcuaELor) there were 61 ayes and 84 noes.

So the amendment to the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN., The question recurs on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Jones].

The question was taken ; and on a division (demanded by Mr,
JoxEs) there were 64 ayes and 104 noes.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. McDUFFIE. I offer my amendment, which is at the
desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 1, llne 6——

Mr. ASWELL rose.

The CHAIRMAN.
rise?

Mr. ASWELL. I rise to ask whether or not the chairman did
not agree to this amendment?

The CHATRMAN. That is not pertinent at this time.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 1. line 6, after the word “ edible,” insert “ and naval stores.”

The CHATRMAN, The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Alabama.
The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

The committee informally rose; and the Speaker having re-
gumed the chair, a message from the Senate, by Mr Craven,
one of the clerks, announced that the Senate had passed with-
out amendment the bill of the following title:

H. &. 6089. An act granting the consent of Congress to the
State of Illinois to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge
and approaches therefo across the Fox River in the county of
MecHenry, State of Illinois, in section 26, township 45 north,
range 8 east of the third principal meridian.

COOPERATIVE MARKERING ACT

The committee resumed its session.
The Clerk read as follows:

8Ec. 2, The Secretary of Agriculture is hereby authorized and di-
rected to establish a division of cooperative marketing with suitable
personnel in the Bureau of Agricultural Economics of the Department
of Agriculture or in such burean in the Department of Agriculture as
may heveafter be concerned with the marketing and distribution of farm
products. Such division shall be under the direction and supervision
of the Becretary of Agriculture,

Mr. ADKINS. Mr. Chairman, this word “ cooperation™ has
come into our economic and political life in the last 25 years.
In 1901 the grain farmers of the country found the grain busi-
ness at the local stations in the grip of an organization that
was setting prices at the local stations at its own will. The
farmers decided that they would have to have some way to
counteract that. We did not come to Congress or to the State
legislatures; we did not know anything about cooperation, but
we did get together around these local stations, organized com-
panies, bought an elevator, and proceeded to market our own
grain. The best anthority I have states that 56 per cent of
the grain arriving at Chicago, the largest market in the world,
comes from these associations.

Cooperation is a matter that we can not force on people.
Animal life is selfish and individualistic in most cases. Take
even a pig, and you can nof make him cooperate with his
fellow : as long as he is hippy and his stomach is full he is
confented. He will eat his supper and go off and find a com-
fortable place and lie down by himself. If another pig comes
along and wants to cooperate with him and make him share
his comfort, he will bite his ear and drive him away. That is
true of the higher order of animals. As long as the farmer is
prosperous, or as long as any other class is prosperous, he is
individualistic, he does not want to cooperate, but when he
gets in hard “straits™ then he wants to cooperate with his
neighbor—not for the purpose of helping his neighbor but for
the purpose of helping himself. The pig does not crawl in with
another pig in a warm place on a zero night to make the other
pig warm, but he goes in there to get warm himself. The
matter of helping his neighbor is an incident and that is the
way we are in the higher order of animals.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

For what purpose does the gentleman
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Mr. ADKINS. In a minute. This matter of cooperation
is one of necessity. Necessity was the thing that drove Den-
mark into cooperation. During the development of cooperation
as applied to the farmer, what has happened? The politicians,
after we had made a success in these various enterprises, saw
in the word “ cooperation” a fine thing, and when the “ chilly
night” came to the farmer, as it is with him now, they saw
a fine proposition to shed crocodile tears over his fate and talk
cooperation to him. Another reason for this bill, if it has
any excuse for being here, iIs because the promoter, in times
when the farmers were hard pressed, came around and sang
the song of cooperation in his ear for the purpose of relieving
him of his cash; and what has happened? Within the last
25 years the promoter has taken out of the farmer's pocket, by
going around and abusing the packer and bully-ragging him,
from $30,000,000 to $50,000,000 promoting cooperative pack-
ing plants, and most of that money went into the pockets of
the promoter. Those plants are standing idle around the
country to-day, mute monuments to the folly of farmers putting
their money into such enterprises, all because we had no
source of information, and the only source we had was the
promoter. What happened next? Along came another bunch
of promoters under the guise of cooperation and sang the song
to the farmer, and abused the International Harvester Co. By
that process he took seven and a half million dollars of the
farmer’'s money away from him under the gunise of cooperation
to manufacture all of his harvesting tools, and it all went up
in blue smoke. I made a speech not long ago at Plano, IIL,
where this factory stands empty, and the birds are building
their nests on the rafters, all because the only source of infor-
mation upon cooperation that was to be had was to be had
from the promoter, who was singing the siren song to the
farmer and taking his money.

What next? A man well versed in local cooperation on the
Pacific coast came over into the Mississippi Valley and said
to these fellows, “ You ought to market your grain as we
market prunes and raising,” and the farmers spent three-
quarters of a million dollars on that scheme, all because of
the fact that we had no official information on the subject of
cooperation, and we had to take the word of the fellow who
was promoting the scheme, and he got the money from the
farmers’ pockets and the institution failed.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Illinois
has expired.

Mr. ADKINS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimons consent to
proceed for five minutes.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection?

Mr. BLANTON, Mr. Chairman, I reserve the right to object,
in order to ask the gentleman a question. The gentleman is a
farmer himself?

Mr. ADKINS. Yes.

AMr., BLANTON. Does he place the farmer on the same plane
with the hog?

Mr. MADDEN. O Mr. Chairman, the gentleman's time has
not been extended yet, and there is nothing before the com-
mittee.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Texas
can not force himself into the gentleman’s speech in that way.

Mr. BLANTON. I do not see why the gentleman should
place the farmer on the same plane with the pig.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Illinois.

There was no objection.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ADKINS, Yes.

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman is a farmer himself.
he place the farmer on the same plane with the pig?

Mr. ADKINS. Oh, I do not think the gentleman's mind is
so dense that he could not see the point of the illustration.
[Laughter and applause.] It was that the individualistic char-
acter belonging to animal life is developed as high in the
higher orders of animal life as in the lower order, and I am
satisfied that the gentleman knows that illustration was made
to show that that individualistic qualification in the matter of
standing out alone is to be found in all animal life, and that we
only cooperate and ask the help of our neighbors when we
get in dire “straits ourselves.

Mr. BLANTON. Well, human beings cooperate when animals
do not.

Mr. ADKINS. Baut for the same reason when their necessity
drives them to it. Now, gentlemen, I was going to illustrate
further the necessity of this bill. When they were telling us
we needed to take our grain movement a little further and go
into terminal markets, one market in my State in 1924 had a
weighing department which weighed in nearly 500,000,000

Does
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bushels of grain arriving there. The stockyards took in nearly
19,000,000 head of stock, for which cash was paid, an institu-
tion which was 60 years in developing, and we were proposing
to tackle that proposition and we wanted some information.
We were told there was 30 cents a bushel difference’ between
the farm in my State and Boston, Mass. I should have been
glad to have gotten that information from the department, but
I had to go out on my own “hook” and go to Rochelle, IIL,
and Waterloo, Iowa, on April 13, 1923, to find the average
price paid for grain, and I found the farmer near Rochelle,
Ill., got 73 cents a bushel for his corn, and the farmer near
Waterloo, Iowa, 67 cents. This corn sold in Boston for a frac-
tion over a dollar per bushel, and the question was, Who got
the difference in money? We examined into it and we found
that the grain that left the farmer near Rochelle went into
the Chicago market, the commission men handled it, the shipper
bought it and sold to the Boston broker when it got to Boston;
there was a difference of about 27 cents a bushel between the
amount paid the Rochelle farmer and the market in Boston.
About 23% cents that went for transportation, less than 4 cents
a bushel was absorbed by the local elevator man, by the com-
mission merchant, and by the Boston broker. Now, I should
have been glad to have had that information from the depart-
ment, but when I made that statement in a speech there was
such a demand for copies of that statement that at my own ex-
pense I got out this little pamphlet [illustrating] :

MargeTiNng GrAIN—COST OF SERVICE FroM PRODUCER TO CONSUMER—
WHAT 18 177—CAN T B2 REDUCED?

The various marketing agencies used beiween the farmer and the
consumer to market grain are agencies of service. The natural ques-
tion to arise both by producer and consumer, Are these agencies
charging too much for the service rendered?

More than 20 years ago the farmers decided that one of these agen-
cies was not only charging too much for the service rendered at the
local station, but was eliminating competition at those points and
plucing powerful interests in control to dictate the prices at the local
station.

The farmer entered the field with the farmers' elevator, and I think
all will agree that throngh this farmer elevator competition we now
have that service rendered at the local station as cheap as it is
possible to render it and succeed in business,

What about the cost of service at our terminal markets? Can we
enter the terminals and render that service to the farmer at a profit?
Is the margin for rendering this service so large that a natural saving
can be made to the farmer by financing such an agency and hirlng
men to run it in competition with shrewd business men now in the
business ?

Our exchanges limit the price charged for this service. There is no
limit on the price the country shipper could charge before the farmers’
elevator developed. The country dealer could charge all the traffic
would bear, and in many localities where competition was eliminated
the ** traffic” stood for a rather heavy toll from the farmer.

Before the farmer enters the terminal market the cost of that serv-
fce should be looked intp carefully and see if the commission charged
for this service is large enough to justify him in finAnecing such an
enterprise,

I recently inquired ‘into the cost of marketing individual shipments
of corn and oats from poinis in Illinols and Iowa through the Chicago
market to the consumer at Boston, including price paid the farmer
and the various service charges between the farmer and consumer.

The following figures are based onm the average selling price of
several Chicago shippers to Boston rate point and on the price being
bid to farmers in the territory surrounding Rochelle, Ill, on the after-
noon of April 13, 1923, Where Rochelle is mentioned, it means the
territory around Rochelle, IlL, having a 10 cents per hundred rate
into Chicago:

Cents per bushel
Average selling price 3 yellow corn, Boston rate___________ 100. 15

Bids to farmer at Rochelle 73. 00
Difference between price pald farmers and price de-
Jivered, Boaton ¥Ete . o e 27. 15
Freight, Rochelle to Chicago, 10 cents_ . _____ b. 60
Freight, Chicago to Boston, 32 cents_____ . ___ 17.92
23.52
Total margin of profit between Rochelle farmers and
B OO OB s e ) e i 3.63
Rochelle dealer profit 1.52
Chicago commission £ oL 1. 00
Chicago shipper's profit . B6
Boston broker’s profit____ .25
3. 63
—— 3
Avertamz selling price 36 pounds clipped white oats Boston i95
L1 R el m eSS in s e S R A RN G S
Price to farmers at Rochelle, 3 white oal8 oo ____ 25
Difference between price paid farmers and price de- -
livered, Boston rate. 17. 875
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Cents per bushal

Freight, Rochelle to Chicago. 3.20
Freight, Chicago to Boston 10, 24
13. 44
Total mnrjﬂn of profit between Rochelle farmers and
Boston jobber 4, 435
Shrinkage account clipping 1. 00
Rochelle’ dealer’s profit___ 1,65
Sioe e
cago shipper's profit .97
Boston broker's prgﬂt .16

4,435

Out of the total margin of profit of 3.63 cents on corn and 4.43 cents
on oats, as shown above, must come all expense of operation of conntry
dealer's elevator, Chicago shipper's elevator, and in addition thereto all
telegrams, telephones, exchange, interest, Insurance, ete. Also all
weighing, inspection-charges, and sampling fees, and also the entira
expense of salarles and supplies for the different offices maintained to
handle this business,

On the same date corn and oats were bought at a station in Iowa
having a 17%-cent railroad rate to Chicago. Where Waterloo is re-
ferred to it means that territory in Towa having a 17%-cent rate into
Chicago. This corn and oats went to Boston rate point:

Cents per bushel
Average selling price 3 yellow corn, Boston rate______________ 100. 15
Bids to farmers at Waterloo, Iowa 67. 00

Difference between price paid farmers and price de-

livered, Boston rate AT P o T L et 32.15
Freight, Waterloo to Chicago, 17% cents 9. 80
Freight, Chicago to Boston, 32 cents__________________ 17.92
27.72
Total margin of profit between Waterloo farmers and
Boston jobb 5. 43
Waterloo denler's prbﬂt 3. 3
Chicago commission_____ 1. 00
Chicago shipper's profit =li¥ . 86
Boston broker’'s profit 25
5.43
I —
Average selling price 86 pounds clipped white oats, Boston rate. 58.12
Price to farmers at Waterloo, 3 white oats___________________ 38.50
Difference between price paid farmers and price de-
livered, Boston rate L sy e IR g 19. 62
Freight, Waterloo to Chicago N
Frelght, Chicago to Boston_ 10. 24
15. 84
Total margin of profit between Waterloo farmers and
Boston jobber = S S
Shrinkage account clipping. : l}{l_“_ e
Waterloo dealer’s pl‘oﬁfp £ .50
Chicago commission____._ L T5
Chiengo shipper_. . 96
Boston broker .16
3.78

It would seem to me from the foregoing figures that the margin
charged for these various services is so small it would be a very
hazardous business for the farmers to finance and enter into competj-
tion with existing agencies with hired men. The big cost of distribu-
tion is transportation, which he can not change by simply goilng into
the terminal business., The commission charge is fixed and the necea-
sary service rendered for the fixed price. The margin charged by the
country elevator and terminal shipper is regulated by the kind of compe-
tition at the point where located and would vary somewhat from the
above figures at different points,

You notice the country elevator at Illinois point bought on a closer
margin than the man at this particular Iowa point. The Iowa farmer
got 6 cents per bushel less for his corn than the farmer in Illinois.
There was 4.2 cents per bushel more freight paid out of his corn than
the Illinois farmer’s. Barring the freight charge, the whole cost of
distribution between the farmer and the consumer is less than what it
is said to be the cost of service at local station when the farmers' ele-
vators commenced business over 20 years ago. When the farmer
entered the field as a grain merchant at the local station he did it to
reduce the charge then made for local service and to do away with the
influence of the *line elevator,” which eliminated competition and
fixed the price locally, both of which he has accomplished. This he
has accomplished on his own initlative. His immediate successful
grain-marketing activitles will probably be rebullding his local grain
business and bring it out of the *“slump "™ which all business activities
have passed through since the war.

Now that is what this bill means. I think you lawyvers—
and I have a high regard for lawyers—when I tell you what
we want, can frame it up. I think all this talk does not mean
much, because this does not authorize the making of a single
cooperative institution, but it does furnish this information
when the local community sees the need; but you must, after
all, start cooperating at the local community with a coopera-
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tive institution furnishing the necessary information,
plause.]

Mr. CHALMERS., Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ADEINS. Yes,

Mr. CHALMERS. If the gentleman will be in the House
day after to-morrow afternoon, I will show him how to cut out
a large part of that 2314 cents.

Mr. MANLOVE. Will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has again
expired.

Mr. LAGUARDIA rose.

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman
from New York rise?

Mr, LAGUARDIA. In opposition to the pro forma amend-
ment, and I ask unanimous consent to proceed for 10 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. 1s there objection. [After a pause.]
The Chair hears none.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr, Chairman and gentleman, now that
the House is engaged in its favorite indoor sport of fooling
the farmer, I want to take the opportunity to say just a few
words for the consumers. I listened with a great deal of
interest yesterday to the remarks made by the sponsors of
this bill and the statement just made by the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. Apkins]. I am sure every Member who knows
anything about cooperatives and the history of cooperative
marketing must know that where cooperatives have been a
success they have been of spontaneous creation.

There must be mutnal confidence and a desire to join forces
in marketing, storing, manufacturing, buying, or for whatever
purpose the cooperative is formed. The mere fact that there
ig a bureau in the Department of Agriculture, such as we are
creating in this bill, will not in itself bring about coopera-
tives or farmers' associations. In the countries where farmers'
cooperatives have been successful and are functioning sue-
cessfully to-day, it will be found that the cooperatives came
first and legislation followed. In other words, conditions in
these countries were such that the farmers learned that unless
they pooled their interests their exploitation would continue.
Necessity, self-protection bronght about the first farmers’ co-
operatives in Europe. The cooperatives of Denmark, which,
no doubt, are functioning with as high a degree of efficiency
and satisfaction as the cooperatives of any other country, are
the living example that they are the result of, first, the neces-
sary and then the mutual confldence of the farmers, banding
themselves together in a cooperative society. Unless such con-
ditions exist in this country to-day, unless the American farmer
is prepared and really wants to pool his iterest with his
neighbors, this bill will not add a single cooperative, will not
bring about cooperative marketing, and will do absolutely no
good, The best that I have heard stated for this bill is that
it will do no harm. Surely we ought to be able to do some-
thing more positive than that.

I do not believe that all the American farmer needs is in-
formation. I believe that he is getting information, and be-
cause he is informed he complains becanse he is not getting his
fair share of his labor; he is not getting his fair share of what
his own produefs are selling for in his own and foreign mar-
kets. The irouble is that the friends of the farmers, while
willing to help the farmer, will not look at conditions squarely
and admit that our whole system of distribution is wrong.
Our whole economic system requires readjustment. We may
pass bills of this kind every day and the farmer will be no
better off. If anyone believes that the farmer does not know
what is going on and is not informed I will tell that person
that he is fooling himself. The farmer knows too well that
his products are going through too many hands. He knows
that his products are giving profits in the course of this channel
from his farm to the consumer to so many who receive greater
profits than he does and who contribute no toil, no labor, and
take no risk. BEveryone knows that the commission merchants
and the jobbers take no risk. They do not even see the prod-
ucts very often. The farmer knows that the money lender who
is sweating him for interest on his mortgage is taking no risk.
The farmer knows that under existing laws railroads are guar-
anteed a return not only on an actual, honest investment but a
return on a fictitious, watered, artificial valuation made by
themselves of their own property. The farmer is not going to
be fooled much longer with legislation of this kind.

1 am muech amused when I see some of my colleagues in the
early morning pick up a New York City newspaper out here
in our reading room, look over quotations of the grain market,
see the price of wheat and corn, or the quofation on hogs,
beef, or other products, rub their hands, and say, * Well, prices
are going up; that's very good; conditions are excellent.” I
do not pretend to be an expert on farming, but I venture to
say that when these prices are high, quotations are up, the
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products are already out of the hands of the farmer. You can
not measure the prosperity of the farmer by the quotations on a
stock ticker. If the farmers are to derive the benefit of high
prices, our whole system of distribution must be changed and
give the farmer the -benefit of prices instead of the speculator,
canning companies, bankers, and food monopolies.

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Just a moment, please. Now, let us be
perfectly frank about this; what we have done in this country
is this, we have destroyed natural markets for the grain and
are now seeking to create artificial markets. Let us for a mo-
ment set aside any pet ideas, any personal views on the gues-
tion. Let us set aside our attitude whether by force or choice
toward the prohibition question and discuss it as an economnie
problem in connection with the present condition of the farmers
raising grain, A natural place for surplus grain is the brewery
and the distillery. Having ent that off suddenly, it is no won-
der that we find a surplus amount each year, not only placing
the farmer at a disadvantage but so confusing as to make it
impossible to gaunge future crops.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washiagton. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes,

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Does the gentleman know
that the price of wheat and barley is higher to-day than it was
before the passaze of the Volstead Act?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. You have not only got a surplus, but
you have also cut off a large source of revenue, and you now
have to look to other sourccs of revenue. I ask gentlemen to
consider this as an economic question and not to get excifed
about the other question. The price is not higher, considering
the purchasing value of the dollar.

Now, gentlemen, what are you going to give to the farmer in
this bill? You are going to give him a bureau in the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. You are creating $225.000 worth of jobs.
Just what more information this $225,000 will give the farmer
than he can get ro-day I dare say nobody knows.

Last summer I went into this guestion of the cost of food.
I took a survey in New York City of the retail prices of meat
in July, August, and Sepfember. Steak was retailing from 60
to 75 cents a pound ; soup meat and stew meat, 25 and 30 cents
a pound. The kosher meat, the cheapest cuts, were 85 and 40
cents a pound. Many civic organizations, tenants' associations,
and neighborhood and community councils met at my invitation,
and we protested. Soon camne word from Chicago that it was
the high cost of cattle, the big money which the cattle raisers
were getting that caused the high retail prices. I went to
Chicago myself. I went to the stockyards. I heard their
story. Then I got in touch with our good friends in the House
here who come from Texas and Oklahoma, who know all about
cattle raising. And the figures I got from our colleagues were
much lower than what the New York consumers were told was
being paid to the cattle raisers. I then appealed to the De-
partment of Agriculture to make a survey. I wanted ofiicial
confirmation of our figures, but the Department of Agriculture
gave me no help. The Secrotary of Agriculture wrote me that
he did not have the men to make the survey. I believe that
right there was a specific instance and an opportunity to estab-
lish who was getting the profits, just where the high prices
paid by the consumer were going, and at the same time do
something for the cattle raisers. That is why I am always
urging cooperation between the farmer and the consumer. That
i: why I want 1o take an active interest in farm legislation,
and that is why I now say that the bill under consideration
will do no good to either consume» or producer,

Mr. BLANTON. 1 heard the gentleman's former distin-
guished colleague from New York, Mr. Bourke Cockran, stand
there and say he was going to be frank with the House, that
he represented 5,000,000 consumers, and he wanted everything
that they consumed to be gotten more cheaply.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. 1 want the farmers to get the high
prices that we are paying in New York. I want to see the
farmer prosper, because we can not eat if they do not produce.
[Applause.]

I do not believe you need go to the department or any
place else in Washington to obtain information about prices
that we are paying in the city. I do wish that the farmers
would get the benefit of them. DPrices of farm products and
meat are so high in New York City that we can not afford
to buy all that we need., I do not want to hear anybody say
that there is an oversupply when in my city I know that we
could consume more if the speculators and price fixers, profi-
teers and monopolies did not have the power fto fix prices
limited only by their own greed. Gentlemen, do you realize
that 95 per cent of the 6,000,000 people in New York City ean
not afford to eat lamb chops? Do you know that owing to
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the high price of bacon and ham the good old American break-
fast of bacon and eggs and ham and eggs can not be enjoyed
by 75 per cent of the people in New York City?

We have a great market for the farmers if we could only
establish direct communication between the farm and the con-
sumers in the city. Let me give you an idea right here what
New York City consumes in food.

Some idea of the immensity of the city's food problem may
be had from the following figures, which include but a few of
the largest items of food received:

Ten thousand head of cattle, 41,350 head of sheep, 13,700
calves, 52,600 hogs were killed here every week during the
Fear 1923,

The weekly meat receipts in 1923 were: Livestock, 825 car-
loads; dressed meat (carcasses), 475 carloads; meat provi-
sions, and so ferth, 50 earloads; poultry (live), 185 carloads;
and poultry (dressed), 232 carloads.

New York City consumes more than 3,000,000 quarts of
milk every day, drawn from over 40,000 farms. These farms
are for the most part located in seven neighboring States,
though large quantities of milk are shipped from distant
points, some even from over the Canadian border.

New York City eats more than 1,250,000 loaves of bread
daily and about 9,000,000 eggs.

The amount of cheese eaten by New Yorkers last year
weighed close to 50,000,000 pounds, or over 4,000,000 pounds
a month, of which the greater part was produced in that
State, though large quantities were shipped in from almost
every State in the Union and from many of the European
countries.

About 40,000,000 chickens, turkeys, geese, and ducks come
into the city markets in a year; more than 60 carloads of them
arrive every day. A considerable portion of the poultry and
cattle is sent into the city alive, to meet the requirements of
people who, for religions or other reasons, must have such
food killed in a particular way.

The following figures will give an idea of the average daily
consumption of other foods: Butter, 664,000 pounds; while
potatoes, 2,093,425 pounds; sweet potatoes, 209,562 pounds;
apples, 1,302,986 pounds; onions, 602,945 pounds; cabbage,
279,452 pounds. Other fruits and vegetables are consumed in
similarly huge gquantities that vary according to each season.

The monthly average consumption of groceries and canned
goods is about 2,300 carloads: grain and flour, 9,000 carloads;
and fish, over 124 carloads.

Mr. MANLOVE. Mr. Chairman, will {he gentleman yield?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes,

Mr. MANLOVE. Do you know that the American people are
this year consuming about four times as muech grain as they
did before the Volstead Act was passed?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Oh, do not let the gentleman get excited.
They are consuming that much grain, but you still have a
surplus. Does not the gentleman from Washington know that
the American people are consuming as much booze to-day as
they did before prohibition?

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes.

Mr. MURPHY. The gentleman knows that the difference |
between the consumption now and what it was before is the
difference between a teaspoon amd a hogshead. [Laughter.] |

Mr. LAGUARDIA. No. The only difference is in the quality. |
[Laughter.] Let us not get excited on the booze question, I |
|

am more interested in food than in booze.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. What did the gentleman |
mean when he said we had to go to other sources for revenue?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Taxes,

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Who paid the taxes before?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. The consumers.,

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. They paid all the revenue
that came from the liquor business?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes. I think a greater burden is put on
the farmers now. I assume that the gentleman's farmers did
not consume any of this liguor.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. The farmers are very well
satisfied on that, Their vote shows it.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. No one can ever get up and talk about
this matter as an economie proposition without these enthusi-
astic gentlemen getting excited. I was put on the Committee
on the Alcoholic Liquor Traffic as a punishment for my party
“jrregwlarity.” I took it cheerfully. I want to get my com-
mittee to function. I want to know the facts, I want to know
how much booze we are consuming, how much graft and cor-
ruption there is.  Will the gentleman help me do something?
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Mr. LAGUARDIA. I hope the gentleman will help me to
put our resolution through.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New
York has expired.

Mr.., LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, may I have five minutes
more? =

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York asks
unanimous consent to proceed for five minutes more. Is there
objection?

There was no objection,

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, yon will get my coopera-
tion on anything you can put forward that will benefit the
farmers. I want to tell the Committee on Agriculture now
that we are opening in New York City a municipal market, a
terminal market. It costs the city $7,500,000. The market is
almost completed.

The Bronx Terminal Market is located at Exterior Street and
East One hundred and fifty-first Street, Borough of the Bronx.
This terminal market is on a plot covering 52 acres, on and
adjacent to the water front, on the Bronx side of the Harlem
River, immediately south of Macombs Dam Bridge. The re-
ceiving, classification, and distribution yards which will be
operated in connection with the terminal market will have
direct connection with the tracks of the New York Central
Railroad and the New York, New Haven & Hartford Railroad
systems, and by car-float connection on the river front with the
freight cars of all the railroads entering the port of New York,
which will be brought directly into the terminal yards. The
track layont entirely within the terminal market area itself
will be able to accommodate upward of 300 freight-car loads
a day.

The Bronx Terminal Market plans, which in a general way
are the same as those proposed for the other new terminal
markets in Manhattan and Brooklyn, provide for the construc-
tion of cold and dry storage buildings as well as many other
facilities, such as—

Wholesale stores.

Dry storage for these stores.

Cold storage.

Rear-door rail delivery to all stores.

_ Front-door truck delivery to all stores.

Rail deliveries to market platforms.

Truck deliveries to these platforms.

Elevator service from stores to upper part of building under
cold storage.

Elevator service from market platforms to upper part of
buildings.

Ample trucking streets.

Ice-making plant and ice storage.

Refrigerating plant,

Refrigerator building for unloading cars in low temperature,

Freight and sorting yard.

The necessary ramps and return tracks.

Special storage for fish, eggs, butter, cheese, ete.

Special storage and sales stores for live poultry.

Special sales and auction rooms for the immediate sale and
disposal of all fruits, vegetables, ete.

Speclal stores and sales stores for all meats, beef, veal, lamb,
pork, ete.

It is contemplated to construct a similar market in Brooklyn
and in Manhattan. The locations were selected, and the proj-
ects authorized during the time that I was president of the
board of aldermen in the city. The one market I have just
described will soon be in operation. May I now suggest that
farmers’ cooperatives or any farmer associations or individual
should take advantage of these markets. They were con-
structed for that very purpose. When we authorized these
markets we wanted to establish contact between the producer
and the consumer. Let the farmer come in now and avail
himself of this opportunity and not let the speculators and
middlemen get control of this market by leasing up space and
continue to have both the producer and the consumer at their
mercy. I invite inspection of the Bronx market, and I am
certain that it will convince any one that the consumers are
serious in their desire to establish communication with the
producers.

Mr. LAZARO. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes.

Mr. LAZARO. The gentleman is aware of the fact that we
are just beginning these cooperative markets, and that the
object of the law is to get the consumers and the producers
cloger together and eliminate a lot of useless middlemen?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes; but this will only give the farmer
another lot of bulletins and such things.
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Mr. LAZARO. Tt will help the farmer.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Perhaps it may; but do not tell the
farmer that you are passing legislation that will bring relief
now.

Mr. LAZARO. This is a step in the right direction.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. It will not do any harm, but do mnot
tell the farmer we have passed any legislation that is going to
help him.

Mr. HAUGEN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes.

Mr. HAUGEN. I understand there are a number of co-
operatives in the State of New York that might take kindly to
the suggestion of the gentleman and might take advantage of

marketing through the market to which the gentleman has

referred.

AMr. LAGUARDIA. Yon can go even farther West and
market your farm products, livestock, potatoes, apples, onions,
and so forth. You can bring all of these products to our mar-
kets and thereby provide a direct contact between the con-
sumer and the producer, and you will also eliminate a lot of
expense.

Mr. HAUGEN. I understand that a number of the coopera-
tives in the State of New York are selling direct to the
consumer,

Mr. LAGUARDIA. But not as many as should be doing it.

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes.

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. How are you going to handle
wheat in connection with that proposition?

AMr. LAGUARDIA. Of course you will have to make it into
flour first.

The CHAIRMAN,
York has expired.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr, Chairman, I move to strike out the
paragraph. I can not subscribe to the doctrine of the gentle-
man from Illinois that human beings are like the lower order
of animals and that farmers are like swine and will cooperate
only when their stomachs are not full. I can not let that
statement go unchallenged in the REecorb.

I do not know what kind of farmers he associates with in
Tllinois, but I know that the farmers throughout my State are
always willing to cooperate with each other in every possible
manner and with respect to every subject that comes before
them. You let one of them need some help, and his neighbor
will send his boys over there with his team and help him plow
out his crop. You let one get in the grass, and his neighbor
will send his boys over to help him chop out his cotton. You
let him harvest his oats or his wheat, and sometimes you will
see a half dozen farm wagons there from adjoining farms and
his neighbors cooperating with him and helping him shock his
grain to protect it from the weather..

When threshing time comes yon will find a dozen farm
wagons there from adjoining farms and the neighboring farm-
ers cooperating with him and assisting him in a neighborly
manner, just like human beings assist each other in every other
walk of life. A farmer is no different from anybody else in
that respect. He is a human being just like every other hu-
man being. I do not see just how the gentleman can compare
a farmer with a pig and say that he is willing to cooperate
only when his stomach is empty and when he is needing some-
thing, like swine.

AMr. BARBOUR. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BLANTON. Yes.

Mr. BARBOUR. It occurs to me that the gentleman from
Texas and the gentleman from Illinois might stage a very
interesting debate on the subject of evolution.

Mr. BLANTON. I am not going into that because it might
take us out to the Pacific coast; before we got through we
would be in California arguing that question, and I do not
want to involye my California colleagues in an issue of that
importance.

1 just want to say one word further on this bill. There is
one very bad policy in the succeeding section and in the sixth
section, which ought to be eliminated. We are providing in
this bill, in the name of the farmers, a provision which gives
the Secretary of Agriculture the right to call advisers without
limitation from every portion of the United States, pay their
transportation expense and $10 a day for subsistence without
any restriction on it at all. He could invite 100 from the Pacific
coast if he wanted to; he could pay thefr transportation ex-
pense from California to Washington and pay them $10 a day
for subsistence. There is no limitation on this expense. And,
under the provisions of the sixth section, he can establish head-
quarters in every city in the United States, pay for rent, pay
for furniture, and employ just as many officers and just as
many employees as he wants, without any limitation at all

The time of the gentleman from New
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And he fixes their compensation as he pleases, without any
limitation. I am not in favor of that kind of legislation. I
have been fighting it ever since I have been in Congress. You
gay, “ Oh, well, he is a Republican Secretary of Agriculture
and we have confidence in him.” Suppose he were a Demo-
cratic one ; snppose he were of the party of the gentleman from
New York [Mr. LaGuarnia]; suppose he were of the other
party of the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Bercer]; sup-
pose he belonged to the party of my good friend from Minne-
sota [Mr. Kvare]; or my other good friend from Minnesota
[Mr. WeraLp]? Would you still say you were willing to give
him carte blanche authority, without any limitation, just be-
cause he is a Republican and in the administration’s Cabinet?
We must look at this matter from a reasonable standpoint and
protect the interests of the Treasury when we are providing
for numberless employees of the Government.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas
has expired. Without objection, the proforma amendment is
withdrawn.

Mr. HARE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from South Carolina offers
an amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HARE: On page 2, strike out lines 5 to 12,
inclusive, and substitute therefor the following:

“ 8ee, 2. The Becretary of Agriculture is hereby authorized and
directed to enlarge and extend the activities of the division of markets
in the Bureau of Agricultural Economics of the Department of Agri-
cultore so that in addition to the existing duties and activities the
dic‘t'ision ghall be charged with the duties hereinafter provided in this
act.”

Mr. HARE. Mr. Chairman, this amendment is not offered
for the purpose of listening to myself speak, because I hope to
finish what I have to say in less than the time allotted. I
desire to call attention to a fact that was brought out in
debate yesterday, which was to the effect that practically all
that is to be accomplished by this bill is now being accom-
plished in and by the Department of Agriculture. In other
words, section 2 of this bill provides that we shall establish
a division in the Department of Agriculture in 'he Bureau of
Economics; and I contend that the division of markets is now
performing the work we purpose to perform by this act. The
purpose of my amendment Is to create in the Bureaun of Eco-
nomics and in the division of marketing not a new division
but an enlargement of that division so that, in addition to the
existing duties, they can continue their work and perform
the duties required by the bill under consideration. The pur-
pose of my amendment means the elimination of a division
chief, the elimination of other unnecessary officers, the elimi-
nation of office forces, the elimination of office equipment, and
thereby the elimination of at least $125,000 of this appropria-
tion. Under the professed economy of this Congress I believe
the same purposes can be accomplished by extending the work
of the division of markets as by creating a new division, and
within the course of a few years save millions of dollars to
our taxpayers.

1 want it to be understood that I am in favor of the provi-
sions of this act, for I see wonderful possibilities in it; but I
feel it is a useless expenditure to make an appropriation of
$£295,000 in order to do the work that could be done with the
existing agency already provided for by Congress, appropria-
tions already provided or will be provided in the appropriation
bill for the Department of Agriculture, and by the adoption
of this amendment we can reduce the expenditures at least
§125,000 annually, It strikes me that we can accomplish the
same purpose and avoid the possibility of creating a new divi-
gion, which Congress is being censured for day after day and
year after year, namely, for creating useless dlvisions and
useless bureans wherein they duplicate work and duplicate
expense. If the division of markets in the Department of Agri-
culture is already performing the work that is largely accom-
plished or contemplated by this act, why should there not be
a duplication of work and why should there not be a duplica-
tion of appropriations if we go ahead now and appropriate
$225,000 more and let the division of markets continue, its fune-
tions continue, its appropriations continue, and its forces con-
tinue just as they exist to-day? I submit, therefore, gentle-
men of the House, that it is in the spirit of economy and in
the spirit that has been held out by this Congress that we
should eliminate an expense whenever possible and thereby
save, in this particular instance, $125,000 annually.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Nebraska. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARE. Yes.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Nebraska. Has the gentleman noficed
in the hearings that the chief of the Bureau of Markets and
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others say that they could not undertake this work with their
organization and that there would be no duplication.

Mr. HARE. I was going by the statements made on the floor
of this House by gentlemen who favor and indorse this bill,
when they said that nothing is undertaken under this bill but
what is now being accomplished by the Department of Agricul-
ture, and if the work is being accomplished by existing govern-
mental agencies I can see no good reason for the creation or es-
tablishment of another division, which meuns the creation of more
jobg and incurring greater eéxpenditures of money. Of course,
I want it understood that I am in favor of assisting coopera-
tive associations of farmers, but not that part of the bill pro-
viding for the establishment of a new division, for, as I see it,
the division of markets is equipped and qualified to efficiently
perform all the work provided for in this bill, and it would not
take more than $100,000 increase in its present appropriation
to do it.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from South Carolina.

The amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sge. 3. (a) The division shall render service to associations of pro-
ducers of agricultural products, and federations and subsidiaries thereof,
engaged in the cooperative marketing of agricultural products, inciund-
ing processing, warehousing, manufacturing, storage, the cooperative
purchasing of farm supplies, credit financing, insurance, and other co-
operative activities.

(b) The division is authorized—

(1) To acquire, analyze, and disseminate economie, statlstical, and
historical information regarding the progress, organization, and busi-
ness methods of cooperative associations in the Unlted States and
foreign countries.

(2) To conduct studies of the economie, legal, financial, social, and
other phases of cooperation, and publish the results thereof. Such
studies shall include the analyses of the organization, operation, finan-
cial, and merchandising problems of cooperative associations.

(3) To make surveys and anpalyses, If deemed advisable, of the
accounts and business practices of representative cooperative associa-
tions upon their request; to report to the association so surveyed the
results thereof ; and with the consent of the association so surveyed to
publish summaries of the results of such surveys. together with simi-
lar facts, for the guldance of cooperative associations and for the pur-
pose of assisting cooperative associations in developing methods of
business and market analysis,

(4) To confer and advise with committees or groups of producers,
it deemed advisable, that may be desirous of forming a cooperative
assoclation and to make an economie survey and analysis of the facts
gurrounding the prodoction and marketing of the agricultural product
or products which the association, if formed, would handle or market.

(5) To acquire from all available sources information concerning
crop prospects, supply, demand, current receipts, exports, imports, and
prices of the agricultural products handled or marketed by cooperative
associations, and to employ qualified commodity marketing speclalists
to summarize and analyse this information and disseminate the same
among cooperative assoclations.

(6) To promote the knowledge of cooperative principles and prac-
tices and to cooperate in promoting such knowledge with education
and marketing agencles, cooperative associations, and others.

(7) To make such special studies in the United States and foreign
countries, and to acquire and disseminate such Information and find-
ings as may be useful in the development and practice of cooperation.

Mr. BARBOUR and Mr. WHITTINGTON rose.

Mr. BARBOUR. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the
last word.

The CHAIRMAN. Is the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr.
Wairrixetox] a member of the committee?

Mr. WHITTINGTON. No; I am not.

The CHAIRMAN. Then the Chair first recognizes the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BArsoUR].

Mr. BARBOUR. Mr. Chairman, the statement has Dbeen
made that this bill does not amount to very much because it
does mot really do anything for the benefit of the cooperatives.
If I had my way I would go a whole lot further in rendering
aid to the cooperative-marketing associations of this country
than this bill proposes to go. I would go as far as to vote
again for the bill which was brought in here last year by the
chairman of the Committee on Agriculture, the bill in aid of
cooperative-marketing associations, known as the Haugen bill,

In my opinion there are two provisions in this bill which
fully justify its enactment and make it desirable as legislation
in aid of cooperative-marketing associations, and I dirvect your
attention to subdivision 5 of section 3, wherein it is provided
that the division of cooperative marketing shall have power to
acquire from all available sources information concerning crop
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prospects, supply, demand, current recelpts, exports, imports,
and prices of agricultural products and disseminate the same
among cooperative associations; and with that the provision in
section § that persons engaged as original producers of agri-
cultural products and acting together in associations may ac-
quire, exchange, interpret, and disseminate past, present, and
prospective crop, market, statistical, economie, and other similar
information.

I live in a country where cooperative marketing has probably
reached its highest state of development, and we have found
there that one of the problems of the cooperative-marketing
association is the same as the problem of the farmers who are
not organized, and that is overproduction. There has been no
way in which information could be gathered successfully and
disseminated among the members of an association in a way
that would prevent the overproduction of the farm products
which these associations handle and market.

This legislation will give to the bureau of cooperative mar-
keting and to the members of the various organizations the
right to gather such information and to disseminate it among
organizations and amoug themselves without being liable erimi-
nally for such aets. It will, in my opinion, tend to do away
with this great problem that has confronted us and now con-
fronts us, namely, the problem of overproduction, and in my
opinion those two provisions alone in this bill amply justify
its enactment and make it desirable legislation from a coopera-
tive and from an agricultural standpoint,

Mr. KETCHAM. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BARBOUR. I yield to the gentleman from Michigan,

Mr. KETCHAM. The gentleman has referred to his experi-
ence and knowledge of the cooperative organizations of Cali-
fornia ; from that experience will the gentleman advise the com-
mittee as to the value of the research work that is to be cared
for under this burean? In other words, is it the gentleman’'s
judgment that the cooperatives have now come fo the point
where they realize they do need expert advice on many of the
problems that arise? L

Mr. BARBOUR. Absolutely. They have wanted a place
time and again, I might say, to which they could turn for in-
formation of the kind provided for in this bill.

Mr. KETCHAM. In other words, your cooperatives do not
believe they know all there is to be known with reference to
this great cooperative movement.

Mr. BARBOUR. Indeed, not. To a large extent, even yet
they feel they are pioneering in that field.

Mr. KETCHAM. I am very glad to have the gentleman's
indorsement of that idea.

Mr. WHITTINGTON.
the last two words.

Mr., Chairman and members of the committee, I am very
much in favor of the general principle of cooperation in the
distribution and marketing of agricultural products. I am in
sympathy with the purposes of this bill, but at this time I
want to submit respectfully that I think in view of the state-
ments made by the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. Forr]
there is a mistake in the broad definition of the term * agrienl-
tural produets ” as nsed in the first section of the bill. The defini-
tion should be confined to the real products of the farm, and
mannfactured products should be eliminated therefrom.

The gentleman from New Jersey is very frank. He says he
would extend the principal of cooperative marketing not only
to the handling and marketing of the original products but to
the manufactured products of the articles produced on the
farm.

Members of the committee, I take it that the primary pur-
pose of this bill is to aid the producers of cotton, corn, and
other agricultural products, and it is not the purpose of this
bill to aid those who are engaged in the manufacture of eotton,
cottonseed, or corn, or wheat, or other products of the farm.
It is not the mannfacturer whom we desire to aid or assist
by the passage of this bill; and I, therefore, say that if we
are to divert from the real purpose underlying this legislation
any part of the appropriation of $225,000 carried by this act
for the years 1926 and 1927 toward an investigation of the
problems of the manufacturer then it will defeat the real pur-
pose of aiding and assisting cooperative marketing., I therefore
maintain that, in my humble judgment, it was a mistake to
enlarge the definition of the term * agricultural products™ in
the first section of this bill so as to include the packer, so as
to include the manufacturer of cottonseed and the mauufuc-
turer of other agricultural products, because I want to say
that, coming from the South as 1 do, in my judgment the
manufacturers of cottonseed aud other agricultural products
do not need any aid or assistance. They are thoronghly organ-
ized. It is the producer, the farmer who is not organized, who
needs assistance; and, as I understand it, it is the fundamental

Mr, Chairman, I move to strike out
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aim of this legislation to ald the farmer in organization for
marketing and distributing his products.

In this connection I want to say say that if a large part of
this appropriation is to be diverted to aid and assist the
manufacturer, whether it be of cottonseed or cotton or naval
stores, the very aim of this legislation will be defeated, because
the gentleman from New Jersey admits that the manufacturer
is aided only by the benefits he will derive from the first four
sections of the bill. He will not enjoy any powers under section
b of the aet, and he will remain and operate under the anti-
trust laws. The gentleman says, as I understand him—and I
agree with him—that section 5 of this bill enlarges the rights
of cooperative farm organizations, including those operating
under the Capper-Volstead Aect, and gives them power and
privileges that they do not now enjoy. If that be true, I re-
spectfully suggest that section 7 should amend the Capper-
Volstead Act to enuble producers of agricultural products to be
protected in the enjoyment of the additional benefits and
pewers, and that the Capper-Volstead Aect, except as amended
and enlarged by this bill, shall remain in full force and effect—
for all original producers, whether under the Capper-Volstead
Aect or not, shonld be protected by the pending bill.

If it be the intention to enlarge the provisions of the Capper-
Volstead Aet so as to apply to any association or corporation,
whether that corporation or assoeiation declares a dividend
of 8 per cent or more, whether the cooperative corporation or
association handles more of the products of outside persons
than it does of its own members, then it must of necessity
intend to repeal that part of the Capper-Volstead Act, and it
should so state in section 7.

So, while I stand for the principle of cooperative marketing,
T do not belieye it wise to extend the definition so as to divert
a large part of this appropriation and the agencies hereby
created toward helping the manufacturer rather than the
grower.

I remind the members of the eommittee in this connection
that it was the purpose of the Clayton Act fo provide that
labor is not a commodity or an aritcle of commerce. It was
the purpose of the Clayton Act, as originally passed, among
other things to provide for the elimination of cooperative agri-
cultural agencies operating without profit from the operation
of the antitrnst law. That provision was extended by the
Capper-Volstead Act; and if it be the intent to further extend
the provisions of the Capper-Volstead Act, to further extend
the immunities to agriculture from the operation of the anti-
trust law by the passage of this act, I respectfully say that the
suggestions I have made herein should be adopted in the real
interest of cooperative marketing of agricultural products.
[Applause.]

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer an amend-
ment. On page 2, line 18, after the word “ecredit,” insert a
comma.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HAUGEN: On page 2, line 18, after the
word * credit,” insert a comma.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment,
The amendment was agreed to. ;
Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer another amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Page 4, llne 5, strike out the word “education™ and insert the
word * educational.”

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr, Chairman, I move to strike out
the last word. Mr. Chairman, the questiod I wish to ask the
chairman of the committee is in relation to subdivision 6 of
seetion 3, where an amendment has just been adopted changing
the word “education” to “ educational.” That is to encourage
cooperative marketing by the Department of Agriculture. Sec-
tion 8 provides:

Sec, 8. (a) The division shall render service to associations of pro-
ducers of agricultural produets, and federations and subsidiaries thereof,
engaged in the cooperative marketing of agricultural products, includ-
ing processing, warehousing, manufacturing, storage, the cooperative
purchasing of farm supplies, credit financing, insurance, and other
cooperative activities.

(b) The division Is authorized—

(1) To acquire, analyze, and dlsseminate ecomomie, statistical, and
historieal information regarding the progress, organlzation, and busi-
ness methods of cooperative associations in the United States and
foreign countries.

(2) To conduet studies of the economie, legal, finanecial, social, and
other phases of cooperation, and publish the results thereof. Such
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gtudies ghall inclode the analyses of the organization, operation, flnan-
cial, and merchandising problems of eooperative associations.

{3) To make surveys and analyses if deemed advisable of the ac-
counts and business practices of representative cooperative associations
upon their request; to report to the association so surveyed the results
thereof ; and with the consent of the association so surveyed to publish
summaries of the results of such surveys, together with similar facts,
for the guidance of cooperative associations and for the purpose of
assisting cooperative associations in developing methods of business and
market analysis.

(4) To confer and advise with comnrittees or groups of producers, if
deemed advisable, that may be desirous of forming a cooperative asso-
ciation and to make an economie survey and analysis of the facts sur-
rounding the production and marketing of the agricultural produect or
products which the assoclation, if formed, would handle or market.

(5) To acquire from all available sources information coneerning
erop prospects, supply, demand, current receipts, exports, imports, and
pricez of the agricultural products bandled or marketed by eooperative
assoclations, and to employ qualified commodity marketing specinlists
to summarize and analyze this information and disseminate the same
among cooperative assoclatlons,

{6) To promote the knowledge of cooperative principles and prae-
tices and to cooperate, in promoting such knowledge, with educational
and marketing agencles, cooperative assoclations, and others.

{7) To make such special studies, in the United States and foreign
conntries, and to acquire and disseminate such information and findings
as may be useful in the development and practice of cooperation,

I want to ask what relation the activities of the department
would have to the commercial attachés in gathering information
in this way. What sort of cooperation would there be? Would
there be special attachés from the Department of Agriculture?

Mr. HAUGEN. We have in foreign countries now repre-
sentatives of the department, and I take it that possibly the
number may be increased. The representative of the depuart-
ment stated that it was the intenfion to employ 15-or 20
specialists at a salary of $£3,800 to do this work that is pro-
vided for in the bill. Nothing was said about people being
employed in foreign countries, and I do not know what the
department has in mind.

Mr, HILL of Maryland. Representatives in foreign coun-
tries to investigate would be absolutely essential, would they
not?

Mr. HAUGEN. I think that is being done at the present time,

Mr. HILL of Maryland. 1 wondered what cooperation the
department attachés of the Department of Commerce would be?

Mr. HAUGEN. I understand in some cases they do cooper-
ate. In England I understand the two departments are repre-
sented, and they investigate and report upon market conditions.

Mr. HILL of Maryland. The farm situation at the present
time is one which requires the very careful consideration of
Congress. The question of cooperative marketing is one of ex-
treme importance to all interested in this farming situation,
The farmers of Maryland are especially interested in this
legislation.

The 1925 farm census is worthy of very careful study in this
connection. I invite your attention to the following statement,
which gives some of the most important figures from the 1925
farm census for the State of Maryland. You will also note
that there is certain interesting comparative data for 1920:

Farm census 1925

1925 1920

KUMBER OF FAEMS

enants.
Per cent operated by tenamts_ .. . ceicisemeiaea- 2.4

FAEM ACREAGE
All land in farms. ...

Crop land, 1924-.
arvested.
Crop failure.
Fallow or idle
Pastiire, 1924._.
FPlowable. ...
Woodland
ol i
and not past
All other land
Average acreage per farm
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Farm census, 1925, Baltimore City, Md.—Continued

19235 1920 Jan. 1, 1925 | Jan. 1, 1920
FAEM VALUES FARM ACREAGE—continued
Pasture, 1624
Land and buildings.....% 304,202 | $388, 506, 850
Land alone. $o00;307,334 | $250,004,047 |  Flowable_..
apeBuildings o $135, 906, 868 | $126, 602, 803 Ot o5 SRR
verage value an ngs: e et e L g o ]
go | som | Neodand o v
.78 $81.25
FARM VALUES
Land and buildings..____. $9, 255, $6, 014, 375
s 141,341 | ™ Land alone...... $6,750,300 | $4, 018,515
278, 854 % Buildings. $2, 505,383 | $1,995,860
20, 082 10,
28, 805 43, 270 LIVESTOCE ON FARMS3
Dy cowa o e e 172, 791 LR THOrsas s o i e e S e e e L 451 618
- Other dalryeattle . = o o c ol s 56, 586 67,739 | Mules___________ 70 156
Swine, total, ___. 208, 133 306,452 | Cattle, total . _. 1,068 1,700
b e L e 26, 666 41,320 Beefcows ! _._. 17 108
Other beaf cattle. 8 69
1 Cows and heifers 2 years old and over. The total number of cows milked in 1924 Rm :?;}:-; B PR m L %;
was 173,460, including 9,590 ““ beef"" cows. Bwine, total e 500 1,825
i fows and gilts for breeding purposes, 6 months old and over. Breedi g sowsi 20 175
Principal crops
1 Cows and heifers 2 years old and older.
1994 1919 t Sows and gilts for breeding purposes 6 months old and over.
Principal crops
Corn:
e L <t il 480, 808 619, 265 1924 1019
a Puskols: . oo S A 13, 855, 208 21,083, 076
ats:
L L A el e e | el T T el 40,154 48,801 | Corn:
I e e e e 1,173,310 1, 082, 994 Acres. . 343 1,158
Wheat: Bushels 10, 438 52,725
ACrcs. ... 484,652 664,205 | Oats
Bshels . - o ol 7,666,023 9,620, 520 Acres. . 149 109
Barley: Bushels___.. 4, 265 1,088
Acres.___.... 1 el 10, 783 3,888 | Wheat:
Bushels. 290,124 11,221 Acres_ ... 21 674
Rye: Bushels_ 4,005 12,484
T S T S B el P ) 14, 610 21,106 | Hay:
TEORNAE oG S e N R T 183, 575 230, 596 Acres_ ... 1, 965 1,961
Buckwheat: Tons....... 1,636 2,061
Acres. _ . M e T A ) 6. 027 8,738 | Peaches:
PrsbR et st Sy ST e e 118, 208 168, 639 Trees of all ages 1,671 74
Hay: Bushels__.. 2,915 2,842
b ) B S S e L 410, 768 385, 200
Toms. oo 529,320 444, 5
Whi“m“'"ﬂ 2. 064 W The Bureau of the Census compiled this agricultural census
Bushels .o 4,522, 554 4,m8. 766 | &8 of January 1, 1925. There has been a very great demand
: from farm organizations for these figures, which are of especial
v | 1450 8% | importance in relation to cooperative marketing.
Bust 7, ’ The system of cooperative marketing will be greatly facili-
31, 685 _ %50 | tated by the passage of the pending bill, H. R. 7893, intro-
Appjpeg‘_m"s -------------------------------------------- @,300,640 | 15,336,89 | queed by the chairman of the Agricultural Committee, Mr.
Trees not of bearing 88 - ..o 576,875 766,264 | HavcEN, I shall, of course, vote for this measure, and feel
‘Trees of g age 1,812,038 1,651, %6 | confident that the bill will pass by a large majority.
ng;‘cf‘;‘:l“’m ------------ -1 = LA, 567 LIRS I regret to note the decrease of Baltimore City farming, bmt
Trees of all ages. . 1,152,843 1,282,572 | that is due to the rapid growth and building up of the city.
BHipli < iy 564,111 In 1919 there were quite a lot of corn and wheat raised in

You have perhaps heard of my rather celebrated cider farm
in the heart of Baltimore, which has been known as a 65-gallon
farm, rather than a farm measured by acres, but some of you
may De surprised to know that we have a number of other
farms in Baltimore City, and I therefore desire to call to your
attention these portions of the 1925 farm census which apply
to Baltimore City itself. I might explain that the State of
Maryland is divided into 23 counties, exclusive of Baltimore
City, which is itself not in any county, but is a political equiva-
lent to 4 counties of the largest type. The following state-
ment gives the results of the 1925 farm census for Baltimore
City. It also gives certain data for 1920 which will be inter-
esting for the purpose of comparison:

Farm census, 1925, Baltimore City, Md.

Jan. 1, 1925 | Jan. 1, 1920
NUMBER OF FARMS

THbal e bt Bl e ol ol MR S O ST e 2 a7 331

Operated by:
Whibe T e e e 314 38
Coloted R i e e e 3 3
ONERANC S =ZY 02 13
Managers...___.___..... £ 11 30
Tenants. o...eosrinivnnan 4 -]

All land in farms
Crop land, 1924
arvested . .
Crop failare.
Fallow or idle.

Baltimore City, in the outlying districts, where urban life had
not dispossessed the farmer. To-day the city must look to the
country. The city is, however, the market, and cooperation be-
tween the two is absolutely essential. What huris the farmer
hurts the city. What helps the farmer helps the city.

The Maryiand farmers are deeply interested in cooperation,
and I hope this bill will pass. [Applause.]

L:g. LEAVITT. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, I am in favor of this bill, the purpose of
which is to create a division of cooperative marketing in tha
Department of Agriculture; to provide for the acquisition and
dissemination of information pertaining to cooperation; to
promote the knowledge of cooperative principles and prae-
tices ; to provide for calling advisers to counsel with the Secre-
tary of Agriculture on cooperative activities; to authorize
cooperative associations to aequire, interpret, and to dissemi-
nate crop and market information.

It is not claimed that this bill meets all of the needs of the
agricultural industry or that the farmers are not also in neel
of other legislation to meet still other difficulties which exisf
and which can not be met by cooperative marketing alone.
There is other proposed legislation before the Committee on
Agriculture directed toward the question of the exportabie
surplus of some crops, and I have already expressed myself
in favor of constructive legislative action toward that end,
and shall discuss that further when such measures are again
before the Congress. This bill, however, is intended to give
the benefit of the Government to the great movement of coop-
erative marketing of farm crops, just as the benefit of the Gov-
ernment through the Department of Agriculture is now given
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to the production of such crops. That is a constructive step
and one in which we should all join.

I am particularly in favor of the bill because the great farm
organizations having to do with production and marketing of
erops are a unit in favor of the necessity for such legislation
and with regard to this bill itself. While the Cormittee on
Agriculture was holding its hearings here in Washington
there was also in session here the great convention of the
National Council of Farmers’ Cooperative Marketing Associa-
tions. That organization comprises a very great number of
cooperative associations from every part of the Unifed States,
and the ecommittee it appeinted to appear before the legislative
committees of the Congress included officers of the American
Cotton Growers’ Exchange, of a wheat growers' association,
of the Federated Fruit and Vegetable Growers, of the tobacco
growers, of the Farm Bureau, and, in addition, the general
counsel of the great cooperative marketing association then in
convention, and the editor of the Farmer-Stockman. This com-
mittee favored the bill and spoke for the general association
of cooperators.

1 have great hope that the passage of this bill will result in
strengthening the cooperative marketing movement in such a
way as to simplify many of the other problems confronting
agricultnre. The marketing of crops at a profit is the funda-
mental necessity to the success of agriculture, just as the sale
of the products of any industry at a profit is necessary to the
suecess of that industry.

The opposition to this bill during the debate hus been along
a partisan and facetious line, evidently expressed in the fear
that this administration will get some credit among the farmers
for having taken a constructive step forward, and it is unfor-
tunate that anyone should raise a voice against the measure for
any such reason as that. This bill as great v.Ilue. It will
be passed by a large majority and will become law. Its benefi-
clal effects will become increasingly apparent. It will not pre-
clude in any way th- consideration of other farm legislation to
meet other problems in which I am equally interested, and with
regard to which I shall take an active part, [Applause.]

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan, Mr, Chairman, ~ move to
strike out the last word, and I may wish to offer an amend-
ment. I call the attention of the committee to the first line
on page 2 of section 3:

The division shall render service to associations of producers of
agricultural produet:—

And so on. That word * service” is a very broad word. It
is evidently intended. and 1 am told by a member of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture that that word “service” shall be by
way of information, advice, and instruction; but the word is
broader than that. That word would justify :nd make neces-
sary personal service—employment of men to do actual physical
work in connection with some of the activities of these coop-
erative organizations.

In calling the attention of the chairman of the committee to
that word. he expressed the opinion, if T understand him, that
the service is limited by what follows in line 20:

A division is authorized to acquire, anaiyze, and disseminate economie,
statistical, and historical information—

And so forth. If service of that kind is meant and is limited
to that, it may be all right, but I insist that the word * sery-
ice " is much broader than that: that it opens up another field
of activity, and it may be abused by anyone who is benefited
by the bill or who will operate under it and wish to take ad-
vantage of it, and later there will be others who will say that
the word “service” means other work, real work, by agents
of the department. The Committee on Appropriations one of
these days will bring in an appropriation to provide for some
of these personnel services, perhaps to engage men to oversee
one of these cooperative assoclations—do the actual work of
business management—a long line of elevators perhaps, and
the question will be raised whether there is any authority of
law for such an appropriation. The Committee on Appropria-
tions ean point to the word * service ™ in this act which would
justify an appropriation for that purpose.

I do not want to mutilate the bill, I want to see it go through
practically as it is; I am in harmony with it, but I differ from
gentlemen as fo the meaning of the word service. 1 think
some other word ounght to be nused or an amendment should be
inserted so that its meaning will be limited to what follows in
line 20. 8o I would suggest that after the word “ service” the
words * described in this section ™ should be inserted. It will
then read, “ the division shall render service as described in
this section to associations,” and so forth.

Then, referring to the rest of this section, there is this en-
tirely proper and intended service of acquiring and disseminat-
ing information, »
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Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota.
man yield?

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Yes.

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. As I understand it, there is no
difference between the gentleman from Michigan and the
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. HaveeEx] as to w hat was intended
by the term * service,”

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan.
entirely in agreement. 5

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Decause there is no difference
between the gentlemen, it seems to me that in the interest ¢f
clarity and to prevenf misunderstanding in the futare, the
amendment suggested by the gentleman from Michigan should
be adopted. Then we will aveid anything of the kind referred
to by the genileman in future years.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Mich-
igan has expired.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michizan. Mr. Chairman,
unanimous consent to procesd for one minute.

The CITATRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr., McLAUGHLIN of Micnigan. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman from fowa agree to that amendment?

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me thut it is
true, as stated by the gentleman, that the word * service™ is
riather a broad word to use: but, after all, the purpose is to be
of service to the cooperative asscciations, and if they find it
necessary to engage in bnsiness olong certain lines, that they
may have the opportunity to do so. We must trust the Secre-
tary of Agriculture (o do the proner thing. We do not expect
him to go into the packing business or to employ people and
place them at these varions instifutions

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. The gentleman says that
this act is to determine tlie activities of the Department of
Agriculture and its agents. The chairmar now says that it
may be necessary 1o go into bhusincss and operate some of these
propositions.

Mr. HAUGEN. Oh, no; I did not so state.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Then I misunderstood the
gentleman.

AMlr. HAUGEN. I understood the gentleman from Michigan
to state that it was possible under this act to employ people
to sapervise factories. The depariment has no such intention.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Then we entirely agree,
and why not make it clear?

Mr. HAUGEN. But, after all, it is not the purpose fo ham-
string the department,

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan.
last one to attempt such a thing,

Mr. HAUGEN. The purpose is to bhe of service to the co-
operatives, and not to limit them. We have a bill here which
has been prepared by the department, and it has been approved
by the cooperatives, and I think it fair to frust to the judgment
of the department and also to trust to the Secretary of Agri-
culture.

My, McLAUGHLIN of Michigan.
Secretary of Agrienlture?

Mr. HAUGEN. 1 do uot know.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentieman from Michizgan
has expired.

Mr. MCLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Mr, Chairman, I offer as
an amendment, page 2, line 13, to insert the words “ described
in this section " after the word * service.”

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. McLatcHLIN of Michigan: Page 2, line
13, after the word * service,” ingert the words *“ described in this

Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-

I understand that we are

I ask

Oh, no; and I would be the

But who will be the next

section.”
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on au’reeins.; to the amend-
ment,

Mr. HAUGEN.
all debate upon this sectior
limited to five minutes,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Mr. Chairmnu. I shall take
only 4 minute. We are entirely in accord as to the meaning
of this bill and the purpose to be accomplished. I have great
faith in the gentlemen connected with the Department of Agri-
culture. For many years I was a member of the Committee on
Agriculture and was brought in close touch with them, I have
often wondered how the Government is able to seeure and to
keep men as good as they are for the money they receive.
They are educated, well informed, aggressive, ambitious, en-

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
and all amendments thereto be
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thusiastie, zealons—and I admire them for that—and their zeal
often leads them fo reach out and do everything they can
possibly find to do that the law will permit; and good men,
invaluable to the department as they are, they must sometimes
be held in check. Suppose a cooperative organization comes in
and says, *We have organized, we have operated for a year
and are unsucecessful; you tell us that we can be successful;
send us a man fo be our superintendent for a year, render us
the service the law speaks of, give us one of your men as
manager or superintendent, who will tell us and show us how
we can be successful.” The Secretary may reply that he has
no authority. He will then be told to look at the law and the
word *service” will be pointed out to him. It will be urged
that it is broad enough. And then will come an appropriation
bill to provide for that service, and here is the word * service”
in the law upon which an appropriation ean be hung.

Mr, NEWTON of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Yes.

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Under the interpretation of
this section as given by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
Haveex], it seems to me that in the years in the future they
will be justified in asking the Committee on Appropriations
to extend the word “service” further than is particularized
here in the various paragraphs of the section, and it seems to
me we should take action to limit it along the lines the gen-
tleman from Michigan suggests, 3

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. There is opportunity for
it; it is reasonably possible.

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, T appreciate the gentleman’s
good intentions. I know that his record will bear me out in
the statement that he has always proceeded with fidelity to
duty and rectitude to purposes and has had always a deep
interest in agriculture. I am not unmindful of the splendid
service that the gentleman rendered while a member of the
Committee on Agriculture. I know that he has the same
purpose in mind that I have, and that is to not unjustly re-
strict the activities of the department, I am certain that the
gentleman is as liberal in that respect as I. I suggest again
that the appropriation will in this case, as in all other cases,
limit the activities of the department, and it does not seem
necessary to proscribe and limit it any further. We would
have difficulty in describing the limitations to be placed upon
the word “service.” The purpose of this bill is to render
service and to render it to the particular persons who are
engaged in agricultural pursuits.

Mr, KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. I yield.

Mr. KINCHELOE. T just want to ask the chairman of the
committee what objection he has to adopting the amendment
of the gentleman from Michigan. It is a clarifying amend-
ment, and I do not see why it should not be adopted.

Mr. HAUGEN. The gentleman says it is a clarifying amend-
ment. Noj; it is to restrict,

Mr. KINCHELOE. It ought to be restricted.

Mr. HAUGEN. If the gentleman wants fto restrict the
activities of the department, it is for him to support such an
amendment, I am pleased to say the House thought it not wise
to restrict the activities of the department. We want to give
the department a free hand.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired;
all time has expired. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Michigan.

The guestion was taken, and the Chair announced the ayes
appeared to have it.

On a division (demanded by Mr. Havcex) there were—ayes
53, noes 66,

So the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 4. The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized, in his discre-
tion, to call advisers to counsel with him and/or his representatives
relative to specific problems of cooperative marketing of farm products
or any other cooperative activity, Any person, other than an officer,
agent, or employee of the United States, called into conference, as
provided for in this section, may be paid actual transportation ex-
penses anid not to exceed §10 per diem to cover subsistence and other
expenses while in conference and en route from and to his home.

Mr, BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the
last word. While it is trme that this bill may not give legis-
lative authority for a great many things that are not already
permitted under the general laws of the United States, yet I
feel that by affirmatively countenancing and encouraging co-
operative marketing and by establishing a division in the De-
partment of Agriculture particularly for that purpose as pro-
posed in this legislation, we are doing something worth while
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toward making such a movement a greater success than it has
heretofore been.

Mr. STEVENSON, Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. BURTNESS. Not now.

Mr. STEVENSON. I just wanted to ask how many officers
do you provide for and how many new men will be put on the
pay roll here in Washington?

Mr. BURTNESS. Very few. I have heard several reasons
for various provisions of this bill. I was rather forcibly im-
pressed with the suggestion made by the gentleman from
Illinois that this bill might make it more possible fo protect the
public against attacks from promoters and others who are
interested in farm cooperative assoclations for the purpose
largely of lining their own pockets rather than for the purpose
of assisting the producers, and it was largely because of my
interest in the publie, which often suffers even in the name of a
worthy cause, that I made bold to make a pro forma amend-
ment in order to obtain the floor. In that general connection
I can not help but make this statement, that I for one rather
regret that the Committee on Agriculture did not report a bill
with just a few more teeth in it than we have in this bill, and
I for one feel the bill that this same committee reported last
February was preferable to the one reported now.

You will recall that that bill was a bill sponsored, I believe,
by the so-called Agricnltural Commission which President
Coolidge had appointed in the spring of 1924 but was opposed
by quite a large number of officials and agents of cooperative
organizations of the country. I recall that Secretary Jardine
was a member of the President’s commission, and I assume,
therefore, that the bill reported by the Committee on Agricul-
ture a year ago had the approval of the present Secretary. To-
day we have a bill also supported by that Secretary, but not
writien by that commission, but I believe a bill written by
the cooperative leaders themselves. Now I personally have
no quarrel with such leaders, yet I recall that there may
be on their part some special interest in legislation of this
sort. I try to view these questions more from the viewpoint of
producers not as yet in cooperative associations but yet hope-
ful of relief therefrom. These are somewhat new problems out
in the northwestern country from which I come, and there are
certain difficulties in connection therewith. One of the greatest
difficulties we have experienced is that which has been en-
countered by some along that line suggested by the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. Apkins]. Our producer’s money has been
taken without giving anything in return. This naturally re-
sults in the lack of confidence on the part of persons whose
membership is sought in a particalar organization that is
going to be established. Now it may be that this bill will help
out somewhat in that regard, for this bill does make it pos-
sible for the department even to send out men to consult with
the people who are going to organize a cooperative and pos-
sibly help in getting that cooperative started right. But we
had language in the bill of a year ago which is not in this one,
and which I rather regret, which gave to the department or
agency that was provided for in that bill some semblance of
regulation over these cooperative marketing concerns. It is
true such bill gave the department the power to license an or-
ganization, and it can be argued that because of such power to
license it in a way would be sponsored by the Federal Govern-
meut, and that therefore the Federal Government in turn should
have the power to audit its books and things of that sort.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired,

Mr. BURTNESS. I ask unanimous consent to proceed for
five minutes more.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?
The Chair hears none. 2
Mr. BURTNESS. T feel that some such provision is going to
come in the futnure. I can not, for instance, see why there
shounld be any great distinction between control of eooperative
associations where members put their entire crops into a coop-
erative, put their entire year’s work into a pool handled by a
few men, and the control of banks into which that same in-
dividual may put all his money, which represents his crop, the
proceeds of that particular crop. The need for honest and able
management is as great in one case as in the other., I submit
the need for some sort of regulation and control is almost of
equal importance. I assume that in the case of men interested
in a cooperative association largely for the purpose of drawing
fat salaries there would be very great objection to any sort of

regulation.

But as to the members of the association and to the men
who really organize a cooperative association for the purpose
of rendering service fo the members thereof, I can not see that
there would be a great deal of objection, and I predict now that
the time will come when the honest cooperatives, the ones who
are concerned with rendering the best kind of service to their

[After a pause.]
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members, are going to come In here and ask for that sort of
legislation, They will want it for their own protection. I
think it would greatly encourage the general movement.

We perhaps overwork the word * cooperation” in these days.
Many think it is going to solve all the evils of agriculture. I
wish that were so. I think it will solve many of them with
reference to certain erops; but I want to tell you gentlemen
who are familiar with cooperative movements where they are
guccessful on a relatively small scale, as where the people have
a monopoly of the crops produced, that the cooperative which
handles all the prunes in a district or all the raisins in one
district is one thing and a system of cooperatives that would
handle all the beef products or the pork products or the wheat
products of the country that are raised in 48 States of the
Union is an entirely different proposition and one much more
difficult of successful execution. I doubt very much whether
the cooperative movement can render much aid in such crops
or products in so far as getting better prices is concerned. I
do not want to throw cold water on them; not at all. I hope
they will be successful. There may be a useful field in eliminat-
ing some waste in distribution, in getting crops and products
properly graded, in getting the crop to the consuming centers
at the proper time so that there may be orderly marketing
instead of a glut, and in various other important ways which I
do not desire to minimize. But I do not want anyone here to
get the impression that when you pass legislation that will
encourage that type of marketing associations a great deal is
being done along the line of insuring those particular farmers
fair prices. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN, Without objection, the pro forma amend-
ment is withdrawn. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 5, Persons engaged as original producers of agricultural prod-
uets, such as farmers, planters, ranchmen, dairymen, nut or fruit
growers, acting together in associations, corporate or otherwise, in
collectively processing, preparing for market, handling, and marketing
in Interstate and/or foreign commerce such products of persons so
engaged, may acquire, exchange, interpret, and disseminate past, pres-
ent, and prospective crop, market, statistical, economic, and other simi-
lar information by direct exchange between such persons, and/or such
assoclatlons or federations thereof, and/or by and through a common
agent created or selected by them.

Mr. MENGES. Mr, Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania moves
to strike out the last word.

AMr. MENGES. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the commit-
tee, a great deal has been said about the expenditure of the
money that is appropriated in this bill." Let us look at these
cooperative associations and see what they really mean. I do
not know whether I believe in commodity cooperation or
whether I do not, but suppose we take the commodity coopera-
tive into consideration. We have thronghout these TUnited
State cooperatives that are engaged in marketing the variouns
commodities of their individual communities. They are en-
gaged in marketing and sometimes in purchasing. ¥or in-
stance, take the dairy produets. We have milk cooperatives;
we have butter and cheese cooperatives. Then we have grain
cooperatives, and we have meat cooperatives, and we have fruit
cooperatives, and we have wool cooperatives, and pork coop-
eratives throughout these United States, and we have a great
many others. Now, in order that these people might get a little
information as to how they might best cooperate, it looks to me
as if this $225,000 can be expended to no better purpose than in
order to get these cooperatives together and get them to market
* their products in a profitable way.

Another thing: You know that during the last few years
we have been urged to do diversified farming. Diversified
farming has been advocated as the remedy of a great many of
our ills. I come from a community in which we have been
doing diversified farming for the last two centuries. We fol-
low a crop rotation. We produce wheat, and corn, and oats,
and hay, and sometimes other products, and we follow these
in rotation. Now, my friends, wherever you have that kind
of diversified farming you have to have different markets;
you have to have a cooperative for your grain; you have to
have a cooperative for the milk that you produce; you have
to have a cooperative for the vegetables that come into that
rotation. And so a farmer who lives in a community in which
there is diversified farming, as we have, it would be neces-
gary that the farmer belong to several cooperative organiza-
tions, and in order that these might be so constituted that
they can get the very best results out of them do you not
see that it is necessary to have some one to tell them how?
That is the idea, as I understand it, that prevails in this bill
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I stated a while ago that we follow crop rotations. 1 re-
member once attending a meeting called by a number of
fellows to discuss crop rotation. I do not believe there was
a single fellow there who knew how to rotate crops. And
another thing, I do not believe there was a fellow there who
knew why we rotate crops, and I do not know that there was
a fellow there who knew what crop rotation should do for the
farmer. Now, what should it do? It should put his soil in
better condition the longer he farms it. That is what it is
intended to do; and if it is rightly arranged, it will do it. I
believe that crop rotation and diversified farming is one of
the things that are going to come. We have used it, as I say,
for two centuries,

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania has expired.
Mr. MENGES.

minutes more?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks
unanimous consent to proceed for three minutes more. Is
there objection?

There was no objection,

Mr. MENGES. I say we have followed that kind of di-
versified farming for two centuries. It has put the Pennsyl-
vania farmer in the lead in the farming industry; it has made
him the farmer of this Nation. [Applause.]

I belong to them, and I suppose I betray it. [Launghter.] I
do not know how you like these statements, but I say it is a
fact, and I believe that this diversified farming will have to
come in every community. Why? In order to improve the
fertility of our land. That is why. I believe the southern
farmer will have to adopt it. I believe the wheat grower will
have to adopt it. I believe the linseed grower will have to
adopt it. Do not you see, my friends, that here is an avenue
opening up of such proportions that this $225000 that is ap-
propriated for carrying into effect this bill is a mere drop in
the bucket in the benefits it will bring to the farmer in s coop-
erative efforts? [Applause.] I thank you, gentlemen.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the pro forma amend-
ment is withdrawn. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 6. The Secretary of Agriculture may make such rules and regu-
lations as may be deemed advisable to earry out the provislons of this
act and may cooperate with any department or agency of the Govern-
ment, any State, Territory, District, or possession, or department,
agency, or political subdivision thereof, or any person; and may call
upon any other Federal department, board, or commission for assistance
in earrying out the purposes of this act; and shall have the power to
appoint, remove, and fix the compensation of such officers and em-
ployees not in conflict with existing law and make such expenditure
for rent, outside the District of Columbia, printing, telegrams, tele-
phones, books of reference, books of law, perlodicals, newspapers, furni-
ture, stationery, office equipment, travel, and other supplies and ex-
penses as shall be necessary to the administration of this aet in the
Distriet of Columbia and elsewhere, and there is hereby authorized to
be appropriated, out of any moneys in the Treasury not otherwise
appropriated, the sum of $225,000, to be avallable for expenditure
during the fiscal years 1926 and 1927, and the appropriation of such
additional sums as may be necessary thereafter for carrylng out the
purposes of this act is hereby authorized.

Mr, WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word. The last gentleman who spoke, I presume, is an ortho-
dox Republican and a representative of this administration.
I appreciate his candor. He says very frankly that this is a
mere drop in the bucket to the farmer. I want to say to my
Democratic friends that we had better take this drop in the
bucket. It is about the only thing so far that this administra-
tion has seen fit to do for the farmer.

I can imagine some of my friends, including the chairman of
the Committee on Agriculture, telling the distressed corn growers
of ITowa .to read section 6 of this bill and they will see how
these good men went to their rescue in their great distress by
authorizing the Secretary of Agriculture to call upon any
department of the Government—he could have the War Depart-
ment call out troops if necessary—to help him carry out the
purposes of this bill.

I venture the assertion that there neéver has been any other
law passed in the history of this Government where one Cabi-
net officer was given blanket authority to call upon any other
department of the Government to help him carry out an act
as iIs given in this bill. It may be necessary to permit him to
call on the War Department to call out troops in order to con-
serve this one drop in the bucket, because it is liable to evapo-
rate before it does the corn growers of Iowa any good.

I shall vote for the bill, Mr. Chairman, because if my friend
from Iowa, whom I generally follow on these great agricul-

Mr. Chairman, may I have two or three

b




tural questions, should stand on the front steps of the Capitol
and propose three cheers for the farmer it would be ungracious
for those of us who represent the farmers not to join heartily
in the cry, and, after all, that is the principal function of the
bill, is it not? .It is a gesture in the right direction; it does
propose that which we all know, as practical men, is very
necessary—the development of cooperative marketing in the
United States. The $225,000 is a mere drop in the bucket, I
suspect, and I think the hearings will show, they expect to use
$50,000 of that amount in calling the leaders of the disgruntled
farmers in Jowa to Washington before the next election, and
they can give them $10 a day for subsistence. I am glad some
of those good old fellows are going to get to come to Washing-
ton. I appreciate that their anger and their resentment against
the Iowa Republicans, against the Iowa candidate for Senator,
and against this administration will be considerably amelio-
rated by the softening effect of taking a walk down historic
Pennsylvania Avenue, meeting the great Secretary of Agricul-
ture, and incidentally taking breakfast and having their picture
taken with Cal, and then they will go back home, urged by
these leaders, full of enthusiasm and realizing the necessity
of saving the distressed farmers by voting the straight Repub-
lican ticket. [Applause.]

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposi-
tion to the pro forma amendment. It gives me sincere pleasure
to indorse a national cooperative marketing bill, which has the
hearty approval of the Secretary of Agrieulture. This bill, in
my judgment, has provisions which will sooner or later greatly
assist agriculture throughout the country in realizing more
money for the products of the farm.

The statistical data and agricultural information officially
procured by our Government from the countries and markets
of the world and presented to the agricultural people through-
out the United States will unquestionably be used by them to
their profit, and I look forward to the time when those engaged
in agricultural pursuits will rely upon such information as to
market demands and in diversifying and limiting their farm and
livestock productions which, in itself, will angur greatly to the
security of prices that will include profits for their labor and
capital invested.

I also look forward to the time when there will be such
management of cooperative marketing as will enable the
farmer, through established agencies, to fix and receive such
reasonable prices that the products of his farm and his labor
will yield to him living profits, and I should expeet such
handling of excess crops and products from the farm in fully
as economical and satisfactory a way as excess or surplus prod-
ucts of the factory are handled to-day.

I should like to see the day when the farmer can control the
products of his Iabor and his farm so that he can realize rea-
sonable and living profits out of his farm products and yet de-
liver them to the consumer at lower prices than are being paid
to-day. These things will be realized by and through the de-
veloping of the cooperative marketing system.

I resent the assertion or claim that this bill is any more
paternalistic than many other Federal laws. It is no more
paternalistic than a law coercing a consolidation of railroads,
thereby eliminating the time-honored economie idea that com-
petition is the life of trade. It is no more paternalistic than
granting money for an irrigation project. It is no more pater-
nalistic than appropriating money for intercoastal canal im-
provements. It is no more paternalistic than to appropriate
money for the purchase of the Cape Cod Canal. It is no more
paternalistic than to appropriate money to pay salaries and
expenses of representatives of American industries hunting
markets in foreign countries. It is no more paternalistic than
any kind of protective tariff legislation. In fact, it is just
about as little paternalistic as any legislation can be relative
to industry.

While this particular bill in its present form may not be as
much or all that it should be to enable the agricultural people
of the United States to satisfactorily perfect and operate their
respective industries profitably to them, yet in my candid judg-
ment, it is a long step in the right direction, and it meets with
my hearty approval. [Applause.]

3!{(:‘-. KVALE. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, I am going to vote for this bill. I am going
to shut my eyes and vote for it, hoping that in some way and
somehow at some time it may do some little good for some
people, If a bill were introduced here giving the farmer the
right to use the multiplication table or granting him the
privilege of making use of God's rain and sunshine, I suppose I
would vote for such a bill. And it would do as much for the
farmer as the bill under consideration. O, this innocent thing,
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this spineless, sapless, lifeless, jellyfish substance, this milk-and-
water, insipid, tasteless, odorless, colorless, harmless concoction !
[Langhter.] Another Coolidge pink pill for pale farmers!
[Laughter and applause.] For, mark you, it is an administra-
tion measure. We are told so by the press reports and by the
chairman of the Committee on Agriculture. We are told that
he has been visiting the White House and that the bill has
received the approval of President Coolidge.

The Coolidge administration, including the Secretary of Agri-
culture and the best minds of the Republican Party, have talked
and trembled and toiled for months and years, and lo and be-
hold, the Haugen bill, H. R. T893, is the product of all their
labors. The old Greek philosopher told a fable about the moun-
tain that trembled and was in travail and brought forth a
mouse, The Coolldge administration has labored and brought
forth, not a mouse—mno; under certain conditions a mouse is
quite an animal—the administration has labored and brongit
forth a microbe that feeds on the insect that nestles in the fur
of the mouse. [Laughter and applause.]

We have here an appropriation of $225,000. Divided equally
among the 7,000,000 farmers of the country, that would amount
to about 3 cents each.

Mr, CONNALLY of Texas. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KVALE., Yes; I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Will they actually get 3 cents?

Mr. KVALE. Yes; I think just about 3 cents each.

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. That is very liberal.

Mr. KEVALE. Very liberal, indeed, and I would suggest that
we call this the Coolidge 3-cent farm relief bill

The average farmer out in the Northwest is $5,000, £10,000,
or maybe $15,000 poorer than he was five years ago, and here
we magnanimously give him 3 cents. In ecash? O, no; if it
were cash, he could use it to write a letter of protest to his
Government at Washington for the treatment he has received ;
but, no, it is 3 cents’ worth of information. [Laughter and
applause.] And what kind of information is it? Gentlemen,
I ask, in all seriousness, what kind of information? Is this
information to help the farmer, or Is it to help the grain gam-
bler and the speculator? In February, 1924, a good Republican
from Kansas, the late Congressman Little, made a speech here
in which he practically charged the Government of the Unitad
States, through its Agricultural Department, with having robbed
the farmers of $150,000,000 in one year beecanse of the false
information it had disseminated among the farmers. 1 am
opposed to my Government disseminating that kind of informa-
tion to the farmers of the Nation. [Applanse.]

The CHAIRMAN., The time of the gentleman from Minne-
sota has expired.

The pro forma amendment was withdrawn.

The Clerk read as follows:

8ec. 7. That if any provision-of this act is declared unconstitutional

or the applicability thereof to any person or circumstance is held in-

valid, the valldity of the remainder of the act and the applieability
of such provision to other persons and ecircumstances shall not be
affected thereby, and nothing contained in this act is intended, nor
shall be construed, to modify or repeal any of the provisions of the
act of February 18, 1922 (chap. 67, 42 Stat. L. p. 388).

Mr. MOORE of Virginia.
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Virginia offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment by Mr. Moore of Virglnla: Page 6, line 13, after the
parenthesis, strike out the period, add a comma, and the following
words : * Except that there is hereby repealed the provision of said
act ag follows:

“ Second. The association does not pay dividends on stock or mem-
bership capital in excess of 8 per cent per annum,”

Mr, MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I shall support this
bill whether it is destined to accomplish much or little, I
have long believed that the Agricultural Department is one
of the most, if not so far as the mass of the people are con-
cerned, the most valuable agency of the Government. It has
been of almost inealculable advantage to the producer in the
matter of rendering him assistance, It has been of advantage
to the producer in assisting him in marketing his products, and
I think this bill, while it is not an ideal bill, and it certainly
does "not fulfill promises which have been made, will be of
service in further equipping the Department of Agriculture to
assist in the matter of encouraging cooperative associntions and
enabling them fo find a market for their products. But I re-
spectfully submit—and I am talking now to the chairman of
the commitee and his associates—that in the particular I have
suggested the bill should be amended.

Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend-
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It was in February, 1922, that there was enacted what is
kuown as the Capper-Volstead Act. That act deals with co-
operative associations. It put those associations under the
jurisdiction of the Secretary of Agriculture to the extent of
authorizing him fto check any monopolistic tendency or the
undue advance of prices. It goes further than that. It pro-
vides in substance that no such association shall be allowed to
pay dividends on its stock or membership capital in excess of
8 per cent per annum,

The purpose of my amendment is to repeal that one provi-
sion of the Capper-Volstead Ac¢t and to permit farm associa-
tions to do what they are now forbidden to do. They may
never be able to do it, but in some years an association which
commonly earns little may in some years find it possible to
go beyond the 8 per cent limit,

The question presented by the amendment, and which it is
for us to vote upon, is whether, when you allow a banking
association to proceed without any such limitation, or almost
any other association, you are going to retain the restriction
on cooperative agricultural associations.

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Will the gentleman yield there?

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Yes; I yield.

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Of course, the Capper-Vol-
stend Act amended the antitrust laws so. as not to apply to
them.

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Exactly.

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. And as a part of that amend-
ment they placed this prohibition or limitation npon earnings.

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Yes.

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Now, the effect of the gentle-
man’s amendment would be to withdraw all limitation what-
ever and to do so at a time when there has been no considera-
tion of his amendment on the part of any committee, and to
bring the amendment here when it is really not germane to
the bill itself. :

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Virginia
has expired.

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I ask for five
minutes more,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Virginia asks unani-
mous consent to proceed for five additional minutes. Is there
objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Replying to the gentleman from
Minnestoa, if my amendment is adopted all the provisions of
the Capper-Volstead Act will remain in effect except the one
to which the amendment is addressed. So far as the matter
not having had consideration heretofore is concerned, the fact
is that I considered it and discussed it with the chairman of
the committee in charge of the Capper-Volstead bill when that
bill was brought here.

He, for reasons, as I recall, incident to the legislative situa-
tion, thought it undesirable to modify the bill. It does not re-
quire long consideration, it does not require more than a
minute, to see that the provisicn at which my amendment
strikes is a discrimination against the agricultural interests of
the country.

Mr. WINGO. Will the gentleman yield?

AMr. MOORE of Virginia. Yes.

Mr. WINGO. I have a cace in my State where a few days
ago a cooperative association declared a diridend in excess of
8 per cent. They had a large crop, and the bale charge re-
ceived being larger, it produced a larger amount of revenue.
The association charged the individual members the exeessive
price, but they paid it back to them in dividends greater than
8 per cent, and yet the association could not get the benefit of
this law. Nobody would be affected but the members of the
association if this amendment should be adopted. In practi-

cally every instance they distribute the excessive charges to .

their own members.

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Our laws sbould be so drawn that
there can be no misunderstanding.

Mr. WINGO. We do not limit the national banks.

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. No; we do not limit the national
banks and other interests, and why should we limit the
farmers? Gentlemen claim to be concerned about the farmers,

and surely they should wish to avoid actual discrimination.

Mr. BURTNESS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Yes. -]

Mr. BURTNESS. In these cooperative organizations the
earnings that the gentlemav is speaking of are distributed as
dividends, and the total amount of the earnings returned on
the capital stock, generally speaking, is of no particular bear-
ing whatever, because in their organizations, as a general
proposition, under their charter and the law under which they
are chartered, they are absclutely limited to a reasonable per
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cent on the capital stock, in o far as the disiribution of divi-
dends are concerned, and the Capper-Volstead Act does not
limit the cooperitive producers, in so far as the patronage
dividends are concerned.

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. There is nothing about patronage
dividends in the act. It is a plain provision that is evaded if
dividends in excess of 8 per cent are declared.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Virginia
has expired. The question is on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Virginia.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr,
Moore of Virginia) there were 43 ayes and 90 noes,

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee do
now rise and report the bill back to the House with the recom-
mendation that the amendments be agreed to and that the bill
as amended do pass,

Mr. WINGO rose.

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman
from Arkansas rise?

Mr. WINGO. I rise to move to strike out the last word and
ask for five minutes.

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I will withdraw my motion
and I ask unanimous consent that all debate on this section
of the bill be limited to five minutes.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani-
mous consent that all debate on this section of the bill be
limited to five minutes. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. WINGO. Mr, Chairman, I appreciate the courtesy of
my distinguished friend the statesman from Towa. I did not
want to let the opportunity pass of ealling to your attention
that just now yon have had a chance to see how the Repub-
lican Party discriminates against the farmer, My friend from
Virginia [Mr. Mooge] offered an amendment the effect of which
was to take away the limitation that is now the law on co-
operative market associations earning more than 8 per cent.
The Republican Party, under the lead of the distinguished
statesman the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. HavGEN], says, “ No;
the farmer must be held down.” What did you do when it
came to the packers? Did you undertake to limit the profits
of the packers? Oh, no; when one concern under the beneficent
control of the. Secretary of Agriculture in its annual state-
ment shows that it earned a great deal more than that you
did not hear any protest from the gentleman from Iowa against
the enormous profits of that firm. But when there is a propo-
sition that the cooperative farm market associations be per-
mitted to earn more than 8 per cent, immediately the Repub-
lican Party in this House rises as a body and says, “ Oh, no;
we have to protect the consumer against the extortionate de-
mand of the farmer, the corn growers of the West.” [Laugh-
ter.]

You are going to limit his cooperative association, but the
packers can play it to the limit. They can pay the cattle
growers a small price for their products and make large profits,
Oh, no; you will never curtail that. If I were to propose an
amendment to limit these packers under the packers’ act to
8 per cent dividends, the distingunished statesman from North
Dakota [Mr, Burrxess], who is now on his feet seeking to
interrupt me, would charge me with being a socialist and say
that T was trying to hamstring private enterprise! [Applanse
and laughter.] Oh, truly, it makes a difference whose ox is

‘gored. The Republican Party, true to its prineiples, takes care

of big business and big manufacturers; and as for the poor
farmer, it gives him about 3 cents’ worth of advice, as some
one has very well said here in respect to this bill.

Mr. BURTNESS, Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WINGO. Oh, no; I can not yield, becaunse I want to
ask the chairman of the committee a few questions for in-
formation in the closing hours of this proceeding. When are
we going to get “the something else” that the Secretary of
Agriculture has promised? When are yon going to bring in
the farm relief bill? When are you going to quit playing
politics with the farmers of Iowa? When are you going to
do with a practical bill for him what you have done for the
manufacturers of New England? When are the Republicun
farmers of Iowa going to quit being made by the Republicans
the tail to the New England bull? When are the Republicans
going to do something for the agricultural interests of this
Nation, besides spending $225,000 a year to give them a little
bit of advice? I again ask the gentieman from Iowa, when are
you going to bring in your farm relief bill?

Mr. HAUGEN. The committee will do its very best to bring
it in at the earliest possible opportunity. [Laughter.]

Mr. WINGO. When will that be? And what kind of a
bill will it be? Are you going to bring in such a bill as the
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President wants, or are you going to bring in such a bill as
the Secretary of Agriculture wants? Which side of that dis-
pute is your committee going to take?

Mr. HAUGEN. If the gentlemen on his side of the aisle
will assist us——

Mr. WINGO. Oh, we have always assisted you and the
records of this House will show it. [Applause and laughter.]

Mr. HAUGEN. If you are going to filibuster and act as
you gentlemen on that side of the aisle have in the past, I
can not give the geutleman any assurance. |[Laughter and
applause.]

Mr. WINGO. Oh, the records of this House show that we
have always helped the gentleman. You Republicans have a
majority on that side, and still you plead you are impofent,
[Applause and launghter.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Arkansas
has expired.

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr, Chairman, I move that, 6 the committee
do now rise and report the bill back to the House with the
amendments, with the recommendation that the amendments
be agreed to and that the bill as amended do pass.

The motion was agreed to,

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re-
sumed the chair, Mr. Bege, Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that com-
mittee had had under consideration the bill (H, R. 7893) to
create a division of cooperative marketing in the Department
of Agriculture, efe., and had directed him to report the same
back to the House with sundry amendments, with the recom-
mendation that the amendments be agreed to and that the bill
as amended do pass.

Mr. HAUGEN, Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question
upon the bill and all amendments to final passage.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote demanded upon any of
the amendments? If not, the Chair will put them en gross.
The guestion is on agreeing to the amendments.

The amendments were agreed to,

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill,

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
and was read the third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage of the bill.

The gquestion was taken.

Mr, KINCHELOE. Mr, Speaker, I demand a division.

Mr. ENUTSON. Mr. Speaker, I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 361, nays 3,
answered “present” 1, not voting 65, as follows:

[Roll No. 21]
YEAS—361

Aberneth Burtness Elliott Hawley
Adkins 4 Burton Ellis Hayden
Aldrich Busby Eslick Hersey

Allen Byrns Esterly Hicke
Allgood Campbell Evans Hill, Ala,
Almon Canfield li'auat Hill, Ma.
Andresen Cannpon Fenn Hill, Wash,
Appleby Carew Fish Hoch

Arentz Carpenter Fisher oﬂ;

Arnold arss Fitzgerald, Roy G, Holaday
Aswell Carter, Okla, Fitzgerald, W, T, Hooper

Auf der Helde Chalmers Flaherty Houston
Ayres Chapman Fletcher Howard
Bacharach Chindblom Fort Huddleston
Bachmann Christopherson  Foss Hudson

Baile, Clague Frear Hudspeth
Bankhead Cleary Fredericks Hull, Morton D,
Barbour Cole Freeman Hull, Wiiliam E,
Barkley Collier French Irwin

Beck Colton Frothingham Jacobstein
Beedy Connally, Tex.  Fulmer James

Beers Conner, Funk Jeflers

B C‘onuol ¥ Furlow Jenkins

B:ﬁ! Cooper, dhio Garber Johnson, T1L
Bixler Cooper, Wis. Gardner, Ind. Johnson, Ind,
Black, N. Y, 0x Garner, Tex, Johnson, Ky,
Black, Tex, Coyle (:am-tf Tex. Johnson, 8. Dak,
Bland Cramton Gasque Johnson, Tex.
Blanton Crisp . Gibson Johnson, Wash,
Bloom Crowther Gifford Jones

Boies ‘ullen Gilbert Kearns
Bowles Curry Glynn Keller
Bowling Darrow Goldshorough Kelly
Bowman Davenport Goodwin Kemp

Box Davis Green, Fla, Kerr

Boylan Dempsey Green, ITowa Ketcham
Brand, Ga. Denison Greenwood Kincheloe
Brand, Ohlo Dickinson, Mo. Griest King

Brige: Dicksteln Hadley Enutson
Brigham Dominick Iiale Kopp
Britten Doughton Hall, Ind. Kunz
Browne Dowell Hammer Kurtz
Browning Drane Hardy Kvale

Drumm Drewry Hare LaGuardia
Buchanan Driver Mastings Lampert
Bulwinkle Dyer Haugen Laubam
Burdick Ldwards Hawes Lankford

Larsen
Lazaro
Lea, Calif,
Leatherwood
Leavitt

, Ga.
Lehlbach
Letts
Lindsay
Lineberger
Linthicum
Little
Lowrey
Lozler

Luce
MeClintie
McDuflie
McFadden
McKeown
MeLaughlin, Mich,
MeL aughlln, Nebr,
MeceMillan
McReynolds
McSweeuv}
MacGregor
Madden
Magee, N. Y.
Magee, Pa,
Magrady
Major
Manlove
ﬁn nsfield

apes
Martin, La.
Martin, Mass,
g{end

enges
Merritt
Michaelson
Michener
Milier
Milllgan
Mills
Montague

Andrew

Ackerman
Anthony
Bacon
Ber nr

Bu

Carter. Calif,
Celler

Collins

Crosser

Crumpacker

Davey

Deal

Dickinzon, Iowa
Douglass

Doyle

Eaton

Fairchild
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Montgomery Rom jue
Moore, g Rouse
Moare, Ohio Rowbottom
Moore, Va. Rubey
Morehead Rutherford
Morgan Sabath
Morin Sanders, N. Y,
Morrow Banders, Tex,
Murphy Sandlin
l\elson. Me, Schafer
Nelson, Mo. Scott
Ne: nton Minn, Shallenberger
Newton Mo. shreve
Norton Slmmons
0’Connell, N. Y, BSinnott
O0'Connell, R.I.  Smith
Oldfield Smithwick
Oliver, Ala, Bomers, N, Y.
Oliver, N. Y. Bpeaks
Parker Sproul, T
Parks Sproul, Kans,
Patterson Stalker
Peavey Breagall
Peery Stedman
Perlman Stephens
Ihillips Btevenson
Prail Stohbs
Pratt Strong, Pa.
Purnell Summers, Wash,
Quin Swank
Ragon Swartz
Rainey Bweot
Ramseyer Swing
Rankin Swoape
Ransley Taylor, Colo.
Rathbone Taylor, N. J.
Rayburn Taylor, Tenn,
Reece Taylor, W. Va,
Reed, Ark. Temple
Reed, N. Y, Thatcher
Reid, 111, Thayer
Robinson, Towa  Thomas
Robgion, Ky. Thompson
Rogers Thurston
NAYS—3
Tucker Tydings

ANSWERED “ PRESENT "—1
Sumners, Tex.
NOT VOTING—G3

Free

Fuller
Gallivan
Gambrill
Garrett, Tenn,
Golder
Gorman
Grahum
Griffin

Hull, Tenn,
Kahn

fgi sndall
Kiefner
Kiess

Kindred

So the bill was passed.
The Clerk announced the following pairs:
Mr. Strong of Kansas (for) with Mr. Sumners of Texas (azainst).
General pairs:

Mr.
Mr.
Mr. F
Mr.
Mr.
Mr,
Mr.
Mr,
Mr. Mills with
. Snell with

Ackerman with Mr,
Butler with Mr. Pou.

ree with Mr. Gallivan.
Anthony with Mr, Weller,
Wyant with Mr, Sears of Florida.
Graham with Mr. Harrison.

Hall of North Dakota with Mr. Garrett of Tennessee,

Kiefner with Mr. [ull of Tennessee,

Mr. Quayle,
Mr. Warren,

. Taber with Mr. Mooney.

. Gorman with Mr. Sullivan.
. Fuller with Mr. Lyon,

r. Kendall with Mr. Hnson of Keatucky,
. MecLeod with Mr, Speari

Kindred.

yon
MeLeod
MeSwaln
Mooney
Nelson, Wis,
0'Connor, La,
O'Connor, N. Y.
Perkins
Porter
e

uayle
Schneider
Sears, Fla.
Sears, Nebr,

Seger
Sinclair
Snell

Mr. Kiess with Mr. O (.onnor ot New York,

. Bosnowski

Mr,

with Mr. Crosser.
. Bacon with Mr, Douglaa

. Tincher with Mr. Griffin.

. White of Maine with Mr. Deal

. Dickinson of Iowa with Mr. Gambrill,
., Porter with Mr, Celler,
. Seger with AMr, Dave
. Sinclair with Mr. O
. Eaton with Mr. McSwain.
. Crumpacker with Mr. Collins,
Perkins with Mr. Doyle,

‘onnor of Louisiana.

Mr, Taylor of Tennessee with Mr. Berger.
Mr. Golder with Mr, Nelson of Wisconsin.
Mr. Fairchild with Mr. Schneider.

Mr. CARTER of California.

aye.

The SPEAKER. Was the gentleman present when his nams

was called?

Mr, Speaker, I desire to vote

TiHiman

Tilson
Timberlake
Tolle
Treadwn
I.'nderhilf
Underwood
Updike
Upshaw
Vare

Vestal
Vinceat, Mich,
YVinson, Ga,
YVoigt
Wainwright
Walters
Wason
Watres
Watson
Weaver
Wefald
Welsh
Wheeler
White, Kans.
Whitehead
Whittington
Williams, 11,
Williams, Tex.
Williamson
Wilson, La.
Wilson, Miss,
“’mfg
Winter
Wolverton
Wood
Woodruff
Woodrum
Wright
Wurzbach
Tates
Zihlman

Sosnowski
aring
Strong, Kana,
Strother
Sullivan
Taber
Tincher
Tinkham
Vaile
YVinson, Ky.
Warren
Weller
White, Me,
Wyant

Mr. CARTER of California. I am afraid I was not.
The result of the vote was announced as above recorded.

On motion of Mr.

Havgex, a motion to reconsider the vote

by which the bill was passed was laid on the table,
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none.
AGRIOULTURAL APPROPRIATION BILL

Mr. MAGEE of New York. Mr. Speaker, I. move that the
House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the consideration of the bill (H. R.
8264) making appropriations for the Department of Agrienl-
ture for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1927, and for other
purposes, and, pending that motion, in view of the numerous
requests for time and the desire of the committee to accommo-
date Members of the House so far as we reasonably can, I
ask unanimous consent that the time for general debate be
conirolled one-half by the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
BucHANAN] and cne-half by myself,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks unani-
mous consent that the time for general debate upon this bill
be controlled equally, one half by himself and the other half
by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Bucaaxax]. Is there ob-
jection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. The gen-
tleman from New York moves that the House resolve itself into
the Commitiee of the Whole House on the state of the Union
for the consideration of this bill.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the considera-
tion of the Dbill H. R. 82G4, with Mr. TreapwaAY in the chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the consideration of the
bill H. R. 82G4, the Agricultural appropriation bill, which the
Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R. 8264) making appropriations for the Department of
Agrienlture for the flscal year ending Jume 30, 1927, and for other
purposes. _

Mr. MAGEE of New York. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the first reading of the bill be dispensed with.

The motion was agreed to. r

Mr. MAGEE of New York. Mr, Chairman and members of
the committee, I desire to express my appreciation of the hearty

cooperation of all the members of the subcommittee during |
The committee |

the hearings and in the drafting of this bill
apprecintes the efficient work of Mr. Sheild, clerk of the
Committee on Appropriations, and of Mr. Barta, clerk of the
subcommittee,

1 feél that it is only just to refer particularly to the in-
valuable services of the ranking minority member [Mr. Bu-
cHAXAN] in the preparation of this bill. The country is to be

congratulated upon having upon the committee a member so |

watchiul, so alert, and so strongly persistent in making reason-
able provision for agricultural purposes. In my judgment the
district that sends him here is entitled to public commenda-
tion,

In presenting the agricultural appropriation bill for the
fiseal year 1927 I desire to call attention briefly fo some of the
more important items in the bill. The report accompanying
this bill gives in detsail the action of the committee with re-
spect to the activities of the various bureaus and offices of
the Department of Agriculture. Almost a thousand pages of
hearings give additional information, and during the considera-
tion of this measure under the five-minute rule I shall be glad
to answer any question relating thereto.

The appropriations recommended in the accompanying bill
may be separated into two distinct classes—first, the aggre-
gate of the amounts recommended for the Department of Agri-
culture proper; and, second, the sum recommended for the
construetion of roads under the provisions of the Federal high-
way act. With this distinetion in mind I call attention to
the sum of $46,770,805 recommended to be appropriated for
1927 for the Department of Agriculture proper. Compared with
the appropriation of $45,734,441 for the current fiscal year, it
represents an increase of $1,036,364; and compared with the
total of the estimates for 1927, aggregating $44,816,508, it repre-
sents an inerense of $1,954,297. The increases in each instance
are set forth in the tabulation found at the end of the report
accompanying the bill. A total of $80,000,000 is recommended
for road-construction work under the provisions of the Fed-
eral highway act for the fiscal year 1927, which sum corre-
sponds with the appropriation for the current year, but is
$5,000,000 less than the Budget estimate. I propose to discuss
these appropriations in detail later omn.

Under the office of the Secretary of Agriculture the com-
mittee recommends that $35,000 of the appropriation for mis-
cellaneons expenses of the Department of Agriculture be made
immediately available for the purchase of additional land for
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| experimental purposes adjoining the experimental farm nea
Beltsville, Md. This land adjoins on the east and south th:
present animal-husbandry farm and consists of 1,062 acres,
of which about 250 acres are open pasture and tillable land,
450 acres pasture and brush land, and 362 acres woodland.
The average cost per acre of approximately $32.95 is reason-
able, and we believe that the department should exercise its
option of purchase, which expires June 30, 1926.

Under the Bureau of Animal Industry the committes recom-
mends an appropriation of $4,103,000 for the eradication of
tuberculosis. Of this sum It is proposed” that $975,000 shall
be used for operating and administrative expenses, and the
remainder, $3,128,000, for the payment of indemnities. Of this
latter sum the committee recommends that $200,000 be made
immediately available. I presume that every Member of this
body has received one or more communications relating to this
appropriation. The committee went into this matter thor-
oughly, having before it not ounly the representatives of the
Deparitment of Agriculture, but representatives of various
States and of organizations interested in this work. The
demands of some were extravagant, to say the least, for they
urged an appropriation of $6,000,000 for this purpose. Realiz-
ing the pressure which would be brought to bear upon the
membership of this House, the committee considered this ap-
propriation very earefully, and after consultation with Doctor
Mohler, Chief of the Burean of Animal Industry, recommended
the sum of $3,128,000 for the payment of indemnities. This
sum, of which $200,000 is made immediately available, will be
sufficient to meet the reasonable requirements of the next fiscal
Year. To my mind this work is primarily a matter for the
States and counties thereof. I think that the object of the
Federal Government in all cooperative activities with the
States should be to encourage such activities by bearing a
portion of the expense and in furnishing the expert knowledge
and assistance required, but in no sense to contribute in any
fixed ratio which would require indeterminable appropriations
in the future on the part of the Federal Government and tend
to concentrate increasing power in Federal bureaus. Let me
call your attention to the rate of expansion in the appropria-
tion relating to the eradication of tuberculosis. This work was
initiated in 1918 with an appropriation by the Federal Gov-
ernment of $75,000. That year 134,143 cattle were tested, of
| which 6,544, or 4.9 per cent, were found tubercular. For the
last completed fiscal year, 1925, the Federal Government ap-
propriated $3,560,000. A total of 7,000,000 cattle were tested,
of which 214,491, or 3.1 per cent, were found tubercular. The
decrease in the per cent of tuberculous cattle indicates the
value of the work.

I also eall attention to appropriations under the Bureau of
Entomology used to prevent the spread or eradication of In-
jurious insects. The first appropriation is that for the gypsy
moth, The committee recommends for this purpose for the
fiscal year 1927 the sum of $670,000. A portion of the appro-
priation for 1926 was made immediately available, and the
recommendation of the committee for the ensuing fiscal year
provides a sum equal to that which will be expended in 1926.
This sum is $70,000 in excess of the Budget estimate. The
gypsy moth practically defoliates the trees it attacks, and the
Federal Government is at present maintaining a strict quaran-
tine along the eastern edge of the State of New York to pre-
vent its spread into the Adirondack and Catskill Mountains,
where extermination would be wvirtually impossible. Insect
parasites have been introduced in the infested regions and give
promise of being able to control this pest in the near future,
but until that time the Federal Government must aid in its
control. The States affected by this insect during the ealendar
year 1924 expended over $771,000 in this work.

For the prevention of the spread of the European corn borer
the committee recommends an appropriation of $485,000 for
1927. This sum is $101,370 more thap the appropriation for
1926 and $60,000 more than the Budget estimate. Of the sum
recommended to be appropriated the Department of Agriculture
proposes fo expend $55,000 for fundamental research in the
United States and $35,000 for research work relating to the
introduction of enemy parasites of the corn borer. In some
parts of Canada the activifies of the corn borer have resulted
in a total loss as far as the corn c¢rop is concerned, and it is to
prevent any such occurrence in the United States that the com-
mittee recommends this large sum. No methods of control of
the insect have been devised, and no parasites have been in-
troduced as yet, but by granting sufficient funds a striet guar-
antine may be enforced, prohibiting long-distance spread through
the transportation of farm products. Already the States in the
Corn Belt are considering the establishment of quarantines
| against products coming from the infested regions of the United
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States, the State of Iowa having but recently placed an embargo
into effect.

The Japanese beetle is another insect pest causing great damage
to truck crops, deciduous trees, and so forth, and is found in an
area consisting of approximately 6,047 square miles in Pennsyl-
vania and New Jersey, of which 1,000 square miles were infested
during the past year. The committee recommends an appropria-
tion of $280,000 for the control of this beetle for the ensuing fiseal
year, which sum is $40,000 in excess of the Budget estimate, but
equals the amount available for 1926. Operations under this
appropriation will include (1) research work, which consists of
thoroughgoing biologic studies of the beetle and the develop-
ment of insecticides, and (2) control work, which includes the
inspection and certification of farm products. An insecticide
known as * geraniol ” has been developed, which because of its
odor attracts the beetle, but additional Investigations and ex-
periments are necessary to determine definitely the value of this
insecticide, and until some satisfactory means of control are
developed the committee is of the opinion that sufficient funds
should be provided to confine the insect to as small an area as
poskible.

I wish to discuss an appropriation which for several years
has been the cause of much debate on this floor. I refer to the
appropriation for the market news service. Through the coop-
eration of Mr, Tenny, of the Bureau of Agricultural Economies,
and his assistants the committee has recommended an appropria-
tion which will meet the needs of the livestock centers in the
eastern United States. The committee considered very care-
fully this appropriation, and in recommending the sum of
$765.150 has exceeded the Budget estimate in the sum of
$110.402 and the appropriation for the current fiscal year by
§45402. The increase of $45,402 is to be used for two purposes,
the first being $18,000 to provide for monthly production reports
on butter, cheese, and condensed milk. Quarterly reports are
now being made, which to say the least are quite unsatisfac-
tory ; and inasmuch as the value of dairy products on the farm
during the calendar year 1924 was in excess of $2,500,000,000,
the commiittee believes that monthly reports will be of great
benefit to those engaged in the production and handling of these
products,

The second purpose for which the remainder of the increase
is recommended is to provide for the extension of the leased-
wire service. It is proposed that this sum of $27,402, together
with such other sums as may be obtained through a reorganiza-
tion of the work by the Bureau of Agricultural Economies,
be expended to provide Ames, Iowa, Oklahoma COity, Indian-
apolis, Cincinnati, Cleveland, Pittsburgh, and Buffalo with
initial leased-wire market-news service. This sum is sufficient
to extend the leased wire, provide for operators, and so forth,
but does not take into consideration any incidental expenses,
snch as office rent, telephone, or clerical expenses. It is the
understanding of the committee, however, that because of the
alleged necessity for this service in the cities mentioned local
agencies interested will provide whatever may be needed along
this line. If any city fails to provide this aid, the committee
recommends that the Bureau of Agricultural Economics use
any funds allotted to such city in supplementing the work of
other cities that are sufficiently interested to provide for the
expenses incident to the establishment of this service.

I have discussed those items which, to my mind, are of out-
standing importance in so far as the appropriations for the
Department of Agriculture proper are concerned, and I now
invite your attention to the appropriations for road-construction
purposes,

First I will comment on the appropriations for the construc-
tion of forest roads and trails. From a legal standpoint the
entire cost of these roads should be borne by the Federal Gov-
ernment, althongh there is at present some cooperation with
local agencies, for which we are thankful. This work in the
national forests may be divided into three parts: First, the
construction of State or primary highways, furnishing a means
for traunscontinental or through travel, connecting up with the
various State highways, and necessary to benefit the greatest
amount of traffic; second, the construction of forest highways
counecting up with county and community highways, which
roads are of secondary importance, benefiting but the local
residents; and third, the construction of forest roads and trails
to be used in the development of the national forests, which
roads are used primarily in the logging operations and as an
aid in forest protection. I have set forth these three lines of
work to indicate in what manner the appropriations are being
expended.

The Forest Service is charged with the responsibility of
constructing these roads, and yet if Will be seen that but one
line of work really applies to the forests and their development,
All the work is carried on in cooperation with the Bureau of
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Public Roads, which is charged with the administration of
work under the Federal aid highway system, and to my mind
the Burean of Public Roads should be charged with the con-
struction of State and county roads through the national for-
ests, leaving to the Forest Service the responsibility of designat-
ing and constructing only those roads and trails necessary in
the development of the national forests. I can see no necessity
for two separate organizations engaged in the same work re-
quiring two separate appropriations, One appropriation
charged to the Burean of Public Roads, and the responsibility
lodged in that bureau, should be sufficient to carry out the
purposes of the Federal aid highway system through the vari-
ous States and the national forests.

I feel it is my duty to discuss briefly what appear to me to
be excessive expenditures on the part of the Federal Govern-
ment in the construction of forest roads and trails in the
national forests. These expenditures, beginning with the fiscal
year 1917, were as follows:

- Fadl) $28, 740
1918 5 oy i g i e e S i S 167, 406
1919 548, 765
1920 e 1, 491, 341
1021_ = == 10215170
1922 1, 583, 822
1923 6, 643, 148
1924 _ i - 8,562, 456
& LA e I N R A LIS D s e 9, 8335, 609
1926 (estimated) i == 11, 012, 215

From the foregoing it will be seen that the Federal Govern-
ment has been exceedingly generous in making provision for
this work, and my own opinion is that future acts authorizing
appropriations for the construction of forest roads and trails
should be confined to development roads and trails only. I
call attention to a statement made by the Chief of the Forest
Service on page 743 of the hearings, to wit:

Now as the essential point in this item, Mr. Chairman, I would just
like to make this observation. You have expressed one very positive
viewpoint as to the rate at which Federal roads should be constructed
in the national forests; a perfectly meritorious viewpoint with all gorts
of strong arguments behind it. On the other hand, yon have to ap-
preciate we are under constant pressure from Representativez in Con-
gress from the national forest States to build these roads to the full
extent Congress has authorized us to build them, and I do not think
that the committee can expect, after Congress has definitely said, “ You
can obligate so much money to build roads; Fou can enter into con-
tracts to pay that money at some future date,” I do mot think that
the committee can expect a Federal burean, charged with the adminis-
tration of the property and under a tremendons pressure from the
Western delegations here to build these roads—you can not expect us
to hold up at a rate appreciably less than the authorization.

I am not speaking in criticism of anyone, but simply express-
ing my personal views in the premises as to the course I think
should be pursued in the public interest.

I direct your attention to the appropriations and expendi-
tures incident to carrying out the provisions of the Federal
aid highway act. The legal limit to which the Federal Gov-
ernment may cooperate with the States in the construction of
primary highways is 50 per cent of the cost, and the average
to date has been approximately 43 per cent. This is because
of the increased activities of the States as compared with
Federal funds made available. I think that the Federal Gov-
ernment in this work has been making excessive expenditures,
which beginning with the fiscal year 1917 were as follows:

1917 i 1= $24, 337. 85
1918 574, 816. 30
1919 <L 2, 915, 282, 76
19020 20, 340, 774. 24
1921 ———- BT, 462, T08. 0T
1622__ 89, 940, 603, 64
1023__ T1, 604, 708, TH
1924 __ 80, 447, 823.78

SN Tl LN 97, 472, 506. 13

o
1926 (estimated) 92, 500, B0O. 00
It will be seen that for the last four completed fiscal years

the expenditures have averaged annually nearly $85,000,000,.

yet the acts authorizing appropriations for the last three years
have authorized anmual appropriations of only $75,000,000. I
call attention to these large Federal expenditures at this time
for the reason that we are now making appropriations pursu-
ant to the last authorizations of the Congress in tae premises.
We shall soon be called upon to enact legislation providing for
further authorizations, and it does seem to me that a maximum
annual expenditure ougkt to be fixed not in excess of $75,-
000,000, which should include sums for the Federal highway
gystem and for the construction of forest roads and trails of
primary importance, to be expended under the direction of the
Bureau of Public Roads.
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At the end of this session of Congress there will remain to
be appropriated under the acts authorizing appropriations for
this purpose the sum of $98,800,000. As above indicated, an-
nual expenditures are now materially in excess of $90,000,000.
Appropriations for the fiscal year 1926 for the Federal aid high-
way system aggregate $98,900,000, to wit, $76,000,000 carried
in the agricultural act for the fiseal year 1926, and a supple-
mental estimate of $22,900,000 now pending before the subcom-
mittee on deficieney appropriations,

This enormous annual expenditure for the Federal aid high-
way system and for the construction of forest roads and trails
is, in my judgment, unwarranted and too heavy a burden upon
the taxpayers of the country. The Federal Govern. nt should
be materially relieved and the States assume more responsi-
bility in road construction.

We appear unable to find any money for the construction of
much-needed Federal buildings in different sections of the
country, where post-office employees have been working for
years under insanitary and intolerable conditions. We do not
seem to be able to find moneys for the construction of a Bureau
of Internal Revenue building in the District of Columbia, to
preserve tax records involving billions of dollars. The time has
come, in my opinion, when some reasonable limit should be
placed on the maximum expenditure of the Government for
the Federal aid highway system and for the construction of
roads and trails, many of them, in my opinion, absolutely use-
less, on the tops of mountains in the national forests.

I am very strongly opposed to the constant centralization of
increased powers in the bureaus in Washington. I am a thor-
ough believer in local self-government and in the States carry-
ing their full responsibility in matters directly affecting their
velfare, [Applause.] We should not permit our actions to
be influenced by propagandists who denounce in one breath
bureaucratic government and in the next breath demand largely
increased appropriations, to be expended by Federal bureaus.
[Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York? [After a pause.] The Chair hears
none.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Will the genitleman yield?

Mr. MAGEE of New York. Yes,

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Does the gentleman think it
is the function of a State to construct a national forest road
for the protection of the forests. For instance, in a case like
this, where a fire is discovered——

Mr. MAGEE of New York. Let me answer the gentleman’'s
question. In my statement, I said it was the duty of the
Government.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. The gentleman said they
were constructed on the top of mountains where, in the gentle-
man's opinion, they were absolutely worthless, as I understood
the gentleman. ;

Mr. MAGEE of New York. Many of them.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. I want to state an instance
where it takes four days for a man to reach a fire in the na-
tional forest after it was discovered. Does not the gentleman
think that it is a good idea to have some way of getting at it
to protect a forest which requires centuries to grow?

Mr. MAGEE of New York. My notion is we have to be rea-
sonable In these matters.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington, That is my idea.

Mr. MAGEE of New York. When you come to protect
157,000,000 acres of national forests——

Mr, SUMMERS of Washington. We expend how much an-
nually, may I ask, in the way of protecting roads and utilizing
them?

Mr. MAGEE of New York. I put this all in the Recorn.
It is estimated this year that the expenditures will be over
$11,000,000.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. That is where roads cross
through national forests, for roads and trails for the protec-
tion and utilization of the national forests, which embraces
167,000,000 acres, equivalent to 13 Btates beginning at Maine
and extending down to North Carolina, national forests which
take centuries to grow.

It does not mean very mich to anybody in particular, but it
means a great deal to the Nation as a whole. Now, I want to
ask the gentleman one other guestion. Where a large national
forest extends across a State, and a State highway has to cross
that, does he not feel that there is some obligation on the part
of the National Government in that case, since these lands. of
course, are not on the tax roll, pay no taxes to the State, but
still as a means of communication from one part of the State
to another part and one part of the United Stutes to another,
the highways must be constructed across them? I know the
gentleman wants o be perfectiy fair,
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Mr. MAGEE of New York. Yes. Now that the gentleman
has gone into it, let me refer to the hearings, which perhaps
will illustrate just what I mean. If you wili refer to the
hearings, on page 738, you will find the rTollowing:

Mr. MacEr. Bo that the primary purpose of the construction of these
roads and trails in the forests of the United States is for the adminis-
tration, protection, end development of the national forests 1Is that
right?

Colonel GreeLEY. Yes, sir; and for the facilitation of public travel

Mr, Magee. Oh, yes; what public travel there might be. How many
acres of forestsa have you?

Colonel GREELEY. Approximately 158,000,000 acres.

Mr. MagEE. Well, T suppose you have some very large forests?

Colonel GREELEY. Oh, yes,

Mr. Macgr., What i the largest forest?

Colonel GreELey. Well, the ndministration——

Mr. MagEE. No; I mean in area, or acres.

Colonel GREELEY. The Iargest Is the Tongass National Forest in
Alaska, which runs up to about 16,000,000 acres.

Mr. Magee. Well, we won't get into the Territories, but take the
continental United States; take the largest one in the United States.

Colonel GREELEY. Aprroximately two and a half million acres.

Mr, Magee. Now, what would be the distance, say, the width or
length, of that forest, on the average?

Colonel Grerrry, Of course, the gize of these areas varies in every
conceivable way.

Mr. Magee, I qm taking the largest one.

Colonel GREELEY, Take the fcrest of which 1 was supervisor for a
number of years, in California.

Mr. MaGer. Is that the largest one?

Colonel Geeerny. It Is one of the largest. It iuns north and south
along the backbone of the Sierra Range approximately 150 miles; east
and west on the two slopes of the range and intervening valleys an
average of 30 to 40 miles. That is more or less a typical situation.

Now, turn to page 740. I read:

Colonel GREELEY, This national forest I am speaking of—just to
take as an illustration—that very forest contains six or seven com-
munities back in the forest—agricultural, livestock, or mining com-
munities. They have to have roads.

Mr. Magee. Do they contribute anything to those roads?

Colonel GreeLeY. They help.

Mr. Magee. Now, what population bave you In those six com-
munities?

Colonel Greerey. Those all happen to be small towns.

Mr. Macee. Well, what is the population of them?
at it

Colonel GrReEELEY, A population, all told—perhaps they wounld average
100 people each.

Mr. Magee, That should be 600 people?

Colonel GrEELEY. Yes. Then you have to have, in that partieular
forest:

Mr, Maceg., They have to hauve a fine road to travel over to get out
of the heart of this forest?

Colonel GreEELEY. They have to have some road to travel on.

Mr. MaGee. Surely.

Colonel GreerLey. They have to have a road adapted to the amount
of traffic that goes over it.

Mr. MageEe, What did they travel over before you got in there
and built these fine roads?

Uolonel GREELEY. Aside from that, there is a very large river
gystem, the Kern River——

Mr. Macer. Let us get this point: What did they travel over
before you got in there to build these fine roads?

Colonel GREELEY, They had roads of a fashion in most cases.

Mr. Magee. Trails?

Colonel GreELEY. Trails in some instances, and old ploneer roads.

Mr, Macee. Such as the farmers have in agricultural districis
throughout the country to-day, where what we eall good roads have
not been constructed.

Colonel GrEELEY, They are not equal—they are very far from being
equal—to the roads developed in the sagrieultural distriets, because
this is a rough, mountainous country.

Mr. Magee. You can find dirt reads anywhere in this country
to-day, especially in the North and West, that are practieally fm-
passable at certain seasons of the year, can't you?

Colonel GreEerey. Certainly.

Mr. MaGee. Where the wagons sink up to the hubs, almost.

Now, I am not talking about protecting the national forests.
I am not talking about building connecting roads; that Is,
where a primary or main highway extends to one side of the
forest and a main highway reaches the forest from the other
side, to build a road through; but I am calling the attention
of the House and of the country, as chairman of this sub-
committee, as I feel it my duty to do, to the fact that they are

Let us get
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squandering millions of dollars in these exeessive appropria-
tions for the construction of roads and trails everywhere. My
contention is that it is time the country knew of these ex-
penditures, If the taxpayers want to do it, all right. I think
the Members of the House ought to know it.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. MAGEE of New York. Yes.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. In regard to this testimony
that the gentleman has guoted extensively, the gentleman re-
ferred repeatedly to the “fine roads” that we were building.
Colonel Greeley said they were not fine roads, and were not
equal to those constructed in the agricmltural sections. I do
not think the gentleman can make a case against those roads
by referring to them in that way.

Mr. MAGEE of New York. I am not trying to make any
case at all. I am calling the attention of the House and of the
country to the facts.

Mr. LAZARO. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MAGEE of New York. Yes.

Mr. LAZARO, The gentleman is making the statement that
the commitiee has recommended less than the Budget Bureau
asked for?

Mr. MAGERE of New York. Yes.

Mr. LAZARO. How much did they estimate?

Mr. MAGEE of New York. The Budget recommended $80,-
000,000, and we recommended $75,000.000.

Mr. LAZARO. What was the request of the Bureau of
Public RRoads?

Mr. MAGEE of New York. T will explain that. Under the
policy of the House, as it appears to have been fixed in 1923,
it does not make any difference whether you earry in this
appropriation bill $100,000,000, or $80,000,000, or $60,000,000,
providing you have encugh money to meet the obligations of
the Government. In other words, the Bureau of Public Roads
enters into the contract authorizations, and we appropriate to
meet the obligations of the Government as they acerne. That,
I think, is an economical policy. All we need to provide for
in this bill is sufficient money to meet the obligations of the
@overnment as they fall due, and that we have done,

Mr. LAZARO. Then the gentleman feels absclutely sure
that the Federal Government will be able to meet its part of
the obligation in the building of these roads?

Mr. MAGEE of New York. Yes. The hearings show that.
That is our understanding. We provide sufficient money, and
more, to run until March 4, 1927,

Mr. ARENTZ. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MAGEE of New York. Yes,

Mr. ARENTZ. The gentleman referred to mountain trails,
where they are unnecessary and where they will do little or no
good?

Mr. MAGEE of New York. Yes.

Mr. ARENTZ. It seems impossible for the committee to
talk the Chief Forester into the idea of building roads only
where they are serviceable and omitting their construetion
where they are not. There are forests containing saw logs
and others containing no saw logs or very little timber of any
kind. I know sections in the State of Nevada where roads pnd
trails are built through forest reserves, where there is no dan-
ger of a fire starting except in the sagebrush, and yet, instead
of placing that money in the development of water and so
forth, the money is put into roads and trails through forests,
on tops of mountains, and in places where they do absolutely
no good. 1 am glad to bring that point to the attention of
the chairman of the committee.

Mr. MAGEE of New York. Yes.

Mr. ARENTZ. Can the gentleman tell me what is the cost
of the propaganda that is being spread broadeast throughout
the United States to inculcate in the minds of men and women
throughout this eastern country the idea that this great area
of forest reserves is not the proper place on which to range
cattle or sheep?

Mr. MAGEE of New York. No. I know nothing about that.

Mr. ARENTZ. T conld enlighten you on that.

Mr. MAGEE of New York. And, further, I will say to the
gentleman from Nevada that I am giving only my personal
view, and I represent nobody but myself: but I am giving my
views fearlessly to the House, because I believe it is my duty
to do so. 1 believe in Federal aid in the construction of high-
ways and in the development of our national forests: but the
point I am making is that we ought to be reasonable in the
premises, and unless we stop and consider the enormous, stag-
gering expenditures that we are making annually, the first
thing we know they will get beyond all rhyme or reason,
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Mr. ARENTZ. Do yon believe that 158,000,000 acres of land
in the forest area of the United States shounld be held as pienie
grounds, or should the herbage of those reserves be fed off by
sheepmen and cattlemen?

Mr. MAGEE of New York. I believe they should be used for
grazing purposes as far as they can possibly be utilized.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentueky. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield? g

Mr. MAGEE of New York. Yes.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. I understand from the stute-
ment of the gentleman that the bill carries $75,000,000 for roads
and trails.

Mr. MAGEE of New York. For Federal highway system,
$75,000,000, and $5,000,000 for forest roads and trails.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. That is $80,000,000. I believe
the gentleman further stated that the amodunt carried by this
bill does not control or govern the amount that the Federal
Government might spend during the coming fiscal year for that
character of work, but that the amount is fixed by the authori-
zations of Congress.

Mr. MAGEE of New York. Yes.

AMr. ROBSION of Kentucky. And your committee under-
takes to appropriate up to the amount of the authorizations, if
it is necessary?

Mr. MAGEE of New York. Well, we appropriate to meet the
obligations.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. If it is necessary, up to the
amount of the authorization?

Mr. MAGEE of New York. Yes. We follow the action of
Congress. Congress gives us our orders, and we follow them.
I am giving you my views in the hope that we will get down
out of the clouds, get our feet on the earth, and be reasonable in
these matters,

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MAGEE of New York. Yes.

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. If I followed the gentleman's re-
marks correctly, he favors Federal aid to highways, but he
thinks the expenditure is too great?

Mr. MAGEE of New York. The annual expenditure ; yes,

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. 1 wish to inquire whether the gen-
tleman feels that $75,000,000 a year is too great an expendi-
tare?

Mr. MAGEE of New York. The amount has been fixed, as I
understand, during the last three years in the authorizations at
$75,000,000 a year. What I say is that, in my judgment, we
should not go beyond $75,000,000 annually in expenditures for
the Federal-aid highway system and the construction of roads
and trails.

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. It is true, is it not, that in many
States where Federal-aid highways are promoted by the Gov-
ernment the Government owns a large percentage of the publie
domain at this time?

Mr. MAGEE of New York. The gentleman means the na-
tional forests?

Mr., LEATHERWOOD. I mean public lands. I said the
publiec domain.

AMr. MAGEE of New York. You have national forests and
national parks, and they comprise a vast area.

Mr. ARENTZ. In the State of Nevada 90 per cent is publie
domain and not much of it is within national forests.

Mr. MAGEE of New York. I am not familiar with the pro-
portion. The gentleman from Nevada can state that better
than I can.

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. The gentleman appreciates, does he
not, that in those States where the Government still retains a
large percentage of the public domain that the States them-
selves are not receiving any revenue—except indirectly for
scliools and roads—from that great public domain?

Mr. MAGEE of New York. I do not see what that has to
do with the proposition. I am talking about the construction
of roads.

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. I will ask the gentleman this ques-
tion then: If he feels that the upkeep of Federal-aid highways
is too great a burden upon the people, how would he feel with
reference to the proposition of turning over to the States the
natural resources of the States and permitting them to take
care of these matters themselves?

AMr. MAGEE of New York. I do not see that that question
is before us. What I am talking against is everybody looking
to the Federal Government to pay the cost. 1 think the States
should bear their full responsibility as to matters pertaining
to their welfare. There is talk all the time about bureaucrats
here in Washington, the centralization of power here, and every-
thing of that sort, but yon can not lessen that by making in-
creased demands and persistent demands all the while for
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unwarranted expenditures on the part of the Federal Govern-
ment,. The Federal Government has not any money except as
it raises it through taxation.

Mr. LEATHERWOOD, If the gentleman will yield, I would
like to ask one other question. As a matter of history, there
are many States in the Uhion where they have had turned over
to them from the Federal Government all of the great natural
resources. Now, if we' are to apply the doctrine of self-sus-
tenance and self-government and the doctrine that it is the duty
of the States to keep these matters up, does not the gentleman
think it wonld be fair to the States where the Government still
holds great areas of the public domain, and still holds great
coal areas, oil and shale areas—would it not be fair, if the
gentleman wants the States to do that instead of coming to the
Public Treasury

Mr. MAGERD of New York. Let me interrupt the gentleman
by saying that I think he is talking about a maiter that is
entirely irrelevant to the main question. I have already stated
that T am in favor of cooperation between the States and the
Government. What I am talking against is the unwarranted
burden upon the Federal Government, which is constantly in-
creasing, That is what I am talking about.

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. I am trying to find out whether we
might not be able to relieve the Government of this burden. If
many of these States were treated as the other States have
been treated with reference to the distribution of the natural
resources, 1 think many of the great public-domain States
would be perfectly willing to assume these responsibilities. They
would be willing to assume them if they were given the same
treatment now that other States in the Union have been given
and not ask the Federal Government for further aid.

Mr., MAGEE of New York. I am confining my remarks to
excessive expenditures, and each man can pass his own judg-
ment on that proposition. I have given you the facts, and you
can reach any judgment youn desire,

Mr. McDUFFIE. Will the gentleman rield?

Mr. MAGEE of New York. Yes.

Mr. McDUFFIE. Can the gentleman conceive of any expendi-
ture of the public moneys that brings more beneficial results to
every community in the way of increased taxable valuations, in
the way of intercourse between one community and another, and
the general building up of communities than the building of
highways through those communities?

"Mr. MAGEE of New York. I am not talking against the
proposition of building highways, and T am not talking abont
Federal aid in building them; what I am talking about is the
excessive burden that people seem to be trying to place upon
the Federal Government.

Mr. McDUFFIE. What is the excessive burden. if the gen-
tleman will permit?

Mr. MAGEE of New York. I say in my opinion the Federal
Government should not make expenditures in excess of §75,-
000,000 a year for these purposes. Youn may differ with me in
your judgment, and you are welcome to do so, but that is my
judgment.

Mr. BYRNS. I understand the gentleman’s personal opinion
Is that not exceeding £75.000,000 should be expended.

Mr. MAGEE of New York. At this time.

Mr. BYRNS. In any one year in the improvement of high-
ways in cooperation with the States?

Mr. MAGEE of New York. Yes; including forest roads and
trails.

Mr. BYRNS. The bill which the gentleman reports, T will
ask the gentleman, contemplates spending a greater sum than
$75,000,000 during the next fiscal year, does it not?

Mr. MAGEE of New York. Yes, sir. It is estimated at
£02,500,000. I do not suppose anybody can tell exactly, «

Mr. BYRNS. The bill as reported by the ecommittee only
makes an appropriation up until Marech 4, 1927, and therefore
it is clearly contemplated there will have to he a deficiency of
perhaps $20,000,000 or more next year.

Mr. MAGHE of New York. There may be. Nobody can tell.
We will have to meet that situation when we come back in
December.

Mr. BYRNS. Does not the gentleman think that in the inter-
est of bookkeeping and in the interest of letting the people
know in the beginning just what money they are spending, if
it is going to take $92,000,000 for the fiscal year 1927, we ought
to have made that appropriation in this bill so that the people,
when they come to sum up at the end of the session, may know
just what has been appropriated by the Congress for this and
other purposes?

Mr. MAGEE of New York. No; I do not think that, and I
will tell the gentleman why. You adopted this policy in 1923,

Mr. BYRNS. Is it not a bad policy?
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Mr. MAGEE of New York. No: I do not think it is a bad
policy. I think the distinguished gentleman from Tennessee
was on the committee at the time. In 1928 we appropriated
$25,000,000; in 1924, $26,300,000; in 1925, $13,000,000; and in
the fiscal year 1926, $76,000,000. This bill carries $75,000,000.
As suggested by the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Ropsion],
who is thoroughly familiar with the situation, we meet the
authorizations already made by Congress and provide money
to meet the obligations as they fall due, and I think this is an
economical policy and saves money for the Government.

Mr. BYRNS, If the gentleman will permit, of conrse, we all
know that Congress will appropriate whatever amount is neces-
sary to meet these authorizations. There is not any question
about that, but here yon have this situation: The Director of
the Burean of Public Roads comes before the committee and
says they will need for 1927, £92,000,000 in ronnd numbers.
The committee recommends $75,000,000. There will be at the
end of this fisecal year, according to the testimony before the
committee, as I recall it, about $4,000,000, which will make
about $79,000,000. Now, the Chief of the Burean of Public
Roads says they will spend duoring the first six months of the
next fiscal year something like $10,000,000, or perhaps a little
more, a month, and that will. leave only about $17,000,000 at
the beginning of January 1, 1927, for the remainder of the six
months, So it is clear a deficiency appropriation will haye to
be made. I will admit, of course, it is the same thing in so far
as the Treasury is concerned, but we will find that at the end
of this session when we come to sum up what has been appro-
priated for the year 1927, the amount of money that will be
needed to carry this Government along for good roads during
the last three or four months of the next fiscal year will not
be taken into consideration, and my point is that the people get
a wrong viewpeint as to just what this Government is spending
during each fiscal year,

Mr. MAGEE of New York. I am looking at the poliey which
your committee has established for the reason that no one
can tell how much money will be needed. The Chief of the
Bureau of Public Roads admits he can not estimate it. It
might not be $92,500,000. Nobody can tell about that. It does
not make any difference whether it is carried in this bill or in
a supplemental estimate in the deficiency bill. The only poi
is the Government must meet its obligations as they accrue,
and that we have provided for in this bill way beyond March 4,
1927,

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MAGER of New York. Yes, sir.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. If in the State of New York
the Federal Government owned public lands, Indian lands, na-
tional forests, and national parks to the extent of S4 per cent
of the area of the State, does the gentleman feel there wonld
be some special obligation on the part of the Federal Govern-
ment in that case in the way of building roads, or should the
16 per cent remaining provide roads for the whole area?

Mr, MAGEE of New York. The gentleman does not appear
to grasp the point which I make.

Mr, SUMMERS of Washington. Yes; I know the gentleman
does not want to expend large sums of money.

Mr. MAGEE of New York. Then the gentleman’'s questions
wounld not seem to indicate it.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington.
grasp the fact——

Mr. MAGEE of New York. Let me talk a moment. You
have put a question to me.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. All right.

Mr. MAGEE of New York. I wish the gentleman would put
a question that would mean something, The point I make is
not that I am against Government aid in the building of Fed-
eral highways.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. I appreciate that.

Mr. MAGEE of New York. What I am talking about is the
excessive amount the Government is annually called upon to
appropriate and pay. I say we ought to be reasonable about it.
We ounght to live within our means. I was brought up that
way myself. I do not think we ought to build these highways
and build these roads and trails on the top of the Rocky
Mountains and other mountains in this country, many of them,
in my judgment, absolutely useless, and not take into consid-
eration other needs of the Government. In other words, does
the gentleman think there is more need of appropriating
$100,000,000 for public highways than there is for the construe-
tion of a Bureau of Internal Revenue building in the district
to preserve tax records involving billions of dollars?

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. I appreciate that.

Mr. MAGEE of New York. Then there is no difference be-
* tween the gentleman and myself.

The genfleman does not
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Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Permit me to say that the
gentleman did not find out how much that particular road on
top of the mountain cost ; that would have told the whole story.

Mr. MAGEE of New York., I sometimes thought during the
hearing that the reason the Chief of the Forest Service was
building so many roads and trails in unheard-of places was to
fornish predatory animals with a good, clear way to get into
the States of California, Arizona, and Texas, where they could
destroy sheep, cattle, and so forth.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. I think we are agreed—I
“do not want any money spent needlessly, but I do feel the need
of protection of the national forests and the coustruction of
good roads.

Mr. MAGEE of New York. Nobody is against protecting the
national forests, and this bill carries approximately $8,000,000
to protect the national forests from fire.

Mr. ARENTZ. Will the gentleman yleld?

Mr. MAGEE of New York, Yes.

Mr. ARENTZ. I understand the gentleman from New York
to say that if a road from the outside of the forest reserve
comes up to the boundary and a road was needed to connect the
two ends across the forest reserve it is agreeable to him that
the Government should pay for building that road?

Mr. MAGEE of New York. For building. If the gentleman
will read the hearings he will see that I called on the Chief of
the Forest Service and asked where the roads were and what
it would take to construct such roads,

Mr, ARENTZ. In an inland State like my own, which only
owns 16 per cent of the public domain, we believe that a large
proportion should be borne by the United States Government.
We have no quarrel on that, and the only thing that the gentle-
man quarrels about is instead of $90,000,000 he thinks it should
be a less amount?

Mr. MAGEE of New York. I do not know any man that is
more in favor of good highways than myself. What I am talk-
ing about is that we ecan proceed in what seems to me an
orderly and reasonable way, make reasonable appropriations,
and not attempt to make such excessive appropriations that
they become a burden on the taxpayers of the country. [Ap-
plause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York has occu-
pied one hour.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, I want to yield to one of
my colleagues who is about to visit a hospital. I yield the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. Boyran] 10 minutes.

Mr. BOYLAN. Mr. Chairman and genflemen of the House,
I have listened to the very able chairman of the subcommittee
relative to the bill, and I think that he has brought forth the
facts in sufficient clearness for us to thoroughly understand it.
I notice in the bill that there are appropriations for the care
and treatment of tubercular cattle. There are appropriations
for the protection of plants against the gypsy moth, the corn
borer, the Japanese beetle, the boll weevil, and other inseects.

I also notice that the predatory animals are eared for through
the establishment of trails through the forests in order to
better facilitate their capture of livestock. [Laughter.] I
know that we have laws also protecting game and even pro-
tecting fish. I know there are laws in order that undue ad-
vantage may not be taken of the fish, that prohibit fishing
through holes in the ice in order that they may not be taken
unawares. [Laughter.]

But I do not rise, Mr. Chairman, to speak of the eattle or
the insects or the predatory animals. I rise to speak for the
human kind. In many of the cities, towns, and villages of the
North and East to-day there is a shortage of coal. Many of
our poor are suffering for want of heat. To-day here .we sit
around in this comfortable Chamber without overcoat or hat
or earlaps or overshoes and are physically comfordable and at
ease.

But in many of the towns in the North and East there are
many people, especially the poorer classes, who are suffering
for one of the very necessities of life—heat. Heat is neces-
sary, as we are told and know from our own experience, for
the preservation of life. -

Immediately after the conferences between the operators and
the employees in the city of New York, immediately after the
conference had failed, I introduced a bill empowering the Presi-
dent of the United States in cases of emergency to take over
and to operate the anthracite coal mines wherever necessary.
This bill was referred to the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce. It is still peacefully reposing in that com-
mittee, although the necessity for coal is admitted on all sides.

The presidential spokesman said that it would not be wise
for the administration to interfere until Governor Pinchot had
an opportunity of putting his bills through the Legislature of
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the State of Pennsylvania. That time has passed. The gov-
ernor was unsuccessful. His bills have not been reported.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOYLAN. Yes.

Mr. BLANTON. 1In a joint hearing before a House and
Senate committee, of which I happen to be a member, our
colleague from Pennsylvania [Mr. KexparL] testified that the
coal mines in his home town were selling coal at from $1.75 to
$2.50 a ton; that that coal could be laid down here in Wash-
ington under $5 a ton after paying the freight; and that that
same coal has been selling here in Washington for from $12.50
to $15 a ton. Could there not be cooperative organizations on
behalf of consumers here and in other cities organized by them-
selves, without Government aid, that could buy this coal and
distribute it among themselves and escape these enormous
profits made by middlemen?

Mr. BOYLAN. My colleague is correet. That could be done,
but the people here in this city and in the great cities of the
North and East are not as well organized as are the farmers.
They have no cooperative organizations, and let me say to the
gentleman that this is one of the substitutes recommended by
the spokesman for the President, but it does not work out
satisfactorily in the large cities, because, for instance, in the
city of New York the hard-coal stoves used there are not of the
type so that soft coal may be burned in them. e have had
many occasions where the coal has exploded and blown the
front out of the stove, and, further, the gases arising from the
use of soft coal has caused many deaths by suffocation.

Mr. BLANTON. Our colleague Mr. Kenxparn testified that
he uses this coal in his own home, and we asked him about
these objectionable matters of which the gentleman from New
York speaks. He said that none of those things had occurred
in homes around him in Pennsylvania.

Mr. BOYLAN. That is probably true, because they use
stoves especially manufactured for the burning of soft coal
The people in the large cities in the East and in the North
have not stoves of this type.

Mr. Chairman, on January 14 I addressed a letter to the
chairman of the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee
requesting a report of my bill, and I ask unanimous consent
to have that placed in the Recorp at this point.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York asks
nnanimous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp in the
manner indicated. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The letter referred to is as follows:

CoxorEss OF THR UNITED STATES,
HoUuSE OF REPRESENTATIVS,
Washington, D. C., January 1j, 192.

My Dear CoLLEAGUE: On January 13 I introduced a bill in the
House, which was referred to your committee, authorizing the Presi-
dent, when an emergency exists in the mining of &swmracite coal
through the suspension of operations in the mines, to take temporary
control of the anthracite mines and proceed with the mining of coal
until the emergency has passed.

On account-of the existing strike in the coal fields for the past four
months I know that you and the members of your committee are thor-
oughly familiar with the coal sitnation.

In view of this fact I do not think that you will require any hearings
on this bill.

You know that owing to the scarcity of eoal, hardship, suffering, nnd
sickness have stalked through the Northern and Eastern States of the
country. In many ecities prenmonia has reached the epidemie stage.
Here In Washington cases have been reported at the rate of 20 to 40
a day. In New York City and other large centers hospitals and institu-
tions are so crowded with fln and pneumonia patients that it is dificult
to gain admission to them.

The time for investigations and hearings has passed. It is now time
for action,

When a starving man is at your door secking food, you do not stop
to investigate him; you feed him.

The people of this country now need coal, and need it badly, and I
am sure that your committee will help give it to them.

Very sincerely yours,
Jxo0. J. BOYLAN.

Mr. BOYLAN. Mr. Chairman, it will be recalled that in
the President’s message he asked for authority with which to
act. The bill that I introduced gives the President that authority.
I am willing to stand loyally behind him. I have no par-
tienlar pride of authorship. I will stand behind any bill that
will afford relief to the people of my State and country.
Many constitutional lawyers will say that this bill is unconsti-
tutional. I have taken it up with many of the distinguished
lawyers of the House, recognized authorities on constitutional




N Y

2790

law, and they tell me that under the welfare provision of the
Constitution the bill is constitutional. Furthermore, this bill
has none of the attributes of socialistic legislation. It merely
provides the machinery for meeting a crisis like the present
one. It no more justifies the charge of socialism than main-
taining an army and navy adequate for our needs leaves us
open to the indictment that we are militaristic.

Mr. Chairman, the time has come for action. Investigations
and hearings have had their day. If an enemy is at our door,
we immediately take action to defend ourselves. Here is a
gituation that requires immediate action in order to preserve
the lives of the greatest asset of our country, our children,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New
York has expired.

Mr. BUCHANAN.
three minutes more.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman kindly
permit me to ask him one further question?

Mr. BOYLAN, Yes,

Mr. BLANTON. The distinguished Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. NgerLy] and our colleague from Pennsylvania [Mr,
Kuxparrn] both in effect stated that a person can buy one car-
load of coal within 10 cents per ton of what the jobbers pay
for it in 25 or 50 or 100 carload lots, and the best coal in West
Virginia in Senator NEELY's district can be laid down here in
Washington inside of $5 a ton. Does not the gentleman think
that consumers ought to do something about getting rid of
these jobbers, these middlemen, who are holding us up for §5
and $6 and $7 and $8 and $10 and even $15 a ton profit?

Mr. BOYLAN. I agree with the gentleman.

Mr. BLANTON. I would like to get some of my colleagues
to go in with me and buy a carload; and to protect themselves
consumers must pool together and buy their coal in carload lots
direct from the mines and have it distributed themselves.

Mr BOYLAN. The coal is not here; and while the coal is in
West Virginia people are freezing, people are suffering. It
might as well be in Alaska as in West Virginia. It ought to
be in Washington.

Mr. GREEN of Florida. Why worry about coal? Send your
constituents down to Florida, where they can get sunshine,

Mr. BOYLAN. It is very easy for the gentleman to speak
facetionsly and to say to the poor laboring man in the city of
New York, “ Go to Florida.” Why, you might as well tell them
to go to the moon. [Laughter.]

Mr, SOMERS of New York. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOYLAN, I will

Mr. SOMERS of New York. The gentleman referred in his
speech to a letter which he sent the chairman of the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, which is considering the
bill. Did the chairman, may I ask the gentleman, reply to
that letter?

Mr. BOYLAN. Oh, yes; he made a very courteous reply, and
said the matter would be given careful consideration.

Mr. SOMERS of New York. Has the gentleman any idea
what might be holding up this particular bill, since the Presi-
dent recommends it and since the Republican Party is in a

Mr., Chairman, I yield the gentleman

majority?

Mr. BOYLAN. Oh, yes; I know.

Mr, SOMERS of New York. I wish the gentleman would
tell us.

Mr. BOYLAN, They are waiting for something to happen;
waiting perhaps to see if the operators and miners will get
together.

The CHAIRMAN,

Mr. BOYLAN. I would like a few minutes more.
gentleman from Texas give me three minutes?

Mr. BUCHANAN. 1 yield the gentleman three minutes.

Mr. BOYLAN. I thank the gentleman.

Despite advice President Coolidge may have received from
“experts,” a supply of soft coal, no matter how plentiful, will
not help. These *experts” know nothing of tenement life in
New York City or other great centers of population, or they
would not have given such advice to the Chief Executive.
Before doing so, they might well have paid a visit to some of
the homes I have seen in the past month.

They would have found families of five or more living in one
or two small rooms, with no ventilation, few conveniences, and
no place for storing coal. The one source of warmth and pro-
tection against illness in these homes is a small stove with
isinglass front which, even under the best clrcumstances, pro-
vides a weak glow of heat. How can these people use soft coal
or coke or be asked to support the administration’s hands-off
policy?

Sucli a suggestion is absurd. It comes from a purely
academic mind, thinking more of big business and politics than
the people’s well-being.

The time of the gentleman has expired.
Can the
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I have been in a home where the mother was trying to burn
soft coal. She told me, as did many others, in frantic tones
and many languages, that the front of their inadequate heater
had lgeen blown out twice, and that the gases given off during
the night had all but suffocated her children, sleeping four in
a room. The youngest were ill from pneumonia from the com-
bination of cold and dust and fumes. The rapidity with which
this fuel burns make it impossible to keep enough on hand.

This sitnation prevails not only in my eity but in all the large
cities of the East. The wealthy or fairly comfortable, including
the *experts,” with their large and well-equipped heating”
systems and big homes, can get along on substitutes, though
most of the “experts” were able to buy plenty of anthracite
last summer at normal prices. But in Boston, New York,
Philadelphia, Baltimore, Washington, and hundreds of smaller
cities, actual hardships exist. Health records and the calls
for more nurses prove it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has again
expired.

Mr. BOYLAN. May I have two additional minufes?

Mr. BUCHANAN. 1 yield the gentleman two additional
minutes.

Mr, BOYLAN. These are the people who will suffer illness
and death if the administration continues to sit by with its
fingers crossed and praying for something to turn up. First,
there was hope that Governor Pinchot would settle the strike;
now Congress and the President are waiting on the miners and
operators to get together at to-day's parley. Upon whom must
we next wait before we take steps to give relief to our people?

Only a few days ago Dr. William C, Fowler, health commis-
sioner of the District of Columbia, attributed the pneumonia
epidemic to improperly heated homes and the inability to get
sufficient anthracite coal. Bellevue Hospital, in my city, was
threatened with a coal famine, and for almost a day 3,000
patients and employees of this great institution faced the most
serious crisis in its long history of faithful service to the sick
and unfortunate.

How long is this to continue? What must the American
people undergo before the President of the United States, en-
joying more power than emperors and kings, will act? The
whole thing is a burlesque on democratic government, which
was created to serve the people, not to stand by and let them
suffer becaunse of the stubbornness of two small groups of war-
ring industrial factions.

Mr. MAGEE of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield five min-
ntes to the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. Simmoxs].

Mr. SIMMONS. Gentlemen, one of the great needs of this
country to-day is that the eastern folk understand semething
of the economie, social, and political conditions that exist west
of the Allegheny Mountains and in particular west of the Mis-
sissippi River. It is very encouraging to find an editor of a
great daily paper of the Bast who has some understanding of
these problems and who realizes some of the essential justices
of the claims of the western people. I wish to read to the com-
mittee and call to the attention of the Congress an editorial
from the Washington Post of last Sunday morning:

NATTIONAL RECLAMATION

Secretary Work, of the Department of the Interior, has sent to
Congress the report of the board of adjustment and survey estimating
losses on Federal reclamation projects at a total of $27,102,000, due
to lack of fertility of the soll for which irrigation works were con-
structed, inadequate water supply, and other physical causes. Projects
included in the survey upon which the Government has sustained losses
number 19,

The Bureau of Reclamation was the only one of the 12 bureaus in
the Department of the Interior which seemed hopeless two years ago.
An expenditure of approximately $200,000,000 for reclamation projects
bad been made by the Government during the previous 20 years, re-
quiring an additional $60,000,000 to complete them. Repayments to
the Government were only 914 per cent.

The first step toward reclaiming reclamation was a complete re-
appraisal. A factiinding committee was appointed, and after six
months' study it réported that {he Government faced a definite loss of
£18,561,000 and a probable additional loss of $8,830,000 of its eapital
investment.

1t is proposed to charge off about 26,000,000 as losses levied against
unproductive lands and not recoverable by the Government. If this is
approved by Congress, it will afford reilef for the farmers from indebt-
edness they can not meet.

The obligations of the Government in reclamation were further in-
creased at the last session of Congress by initial appropriations for
four new reclamation projects and extensions of three existing projects,
which will entail an expenditure of an additional $60,000,000.

The opinion seems to prevail that the Government’s reclamation
policy is a failure. However, this policy perhaps has accomplished
more toward creating national wealth in the building of towns and
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cities and in the making of happy homes for thousands of people than
almost any other Government undertaking.

It is estimated that the pational wealth created by these expenditures

hag increased more than $600,000,000, Statistics show that the value
of the crops on all Government reclamation projects during 1925
amounted to more than $110,000,000. Reclamation has provided in
the West a market for manufactured products valued at least at
£500,000,000, In one year manufactured commodities from the East,
valued at $34,000,000, were shipped into these reclaimed sections.

It is admitted that mistakes have been made, but they are remediable.
Becretary Work says:

“We are now entering a new era in the history of reclamation. Its
present condition, its difficulties, and its promises have been opened
up to Congress and to the public with all frankness. * * * [t
Hes within the province of Congress to determine an equitable and
economically sound policy which will remedy existing evils and make
Impossible a recurrence of conditions which have demoralized the Fed-
eril reclamation service.”

By utilizing the experience of the last 20 years, mistakes will be
avoided in the future and the development of arid lands, bringing
happiness and prosperity to many, will continue on & sound basis.

We discussed during debate on the interior bill certain phases
of the reclamation problem. I desire to read in connection with
that and in accord with the editorial just read, for the con-
sideration of the Membership, an editorial from the Omaha
Bee, Omaha, Nebr., in its morning issue of Janunary 23, of this
year. .
OMAHA, WHERE THE WEST I8 AT IT8 BEST—UNCLE SAM AND THE WATER

USER

A problem as vexatious as it seems simple has been raised through
the attitude of Secretary Work, of the Interior Department, toward
the water users, Its crux is presented by Attorney William Morrow,
who repregents the settlers under the big diteh that serves the Mitehell
Valley section :

“Why should the Government insist on gouging the farmers of the
North Platte jrrigation district, regardless of thelr ability to pay,
when it is for giving billions of dollars of debts owed to this country
by forelgn countries, cutting down their obligations and redueing their
interest charges?™

Especially pertinent is this question, when the Elwood Mead report
is called to mind. This report recommended that some $18,000,000 be
charged off the hooks on account of Government expenditure in con-
nection with reclamation work. More than half of this amount was
reported to be unrecoverable. President Coolidge approved the report
and recommended to Congress that legislation be enacted to make it
eflective.

The report also recommended that the charge against the land for
water in the future be based on the productivity of the land served.
Also, that chavges bear some relation to the crops harvested one year
alter another. 8o that the farmer would not be required to pay as
much on a poor crop as on a bountiful yield. Returns from the soil
and not the acreage would be the governing factor, This reasonable
rule also was approved by the President,

The act of December, 1024, contained a provision intended to put
into effect the spirit of the Mead report. Oune of its sections directs
the Secretary of the Interior to enter into contracts with the water
users, either on the old basis or the new terms, at the option of the
water user. This Doetor Work has reversed. Instead of earrying out
the clear provision of the act, he has ruled that the new contract is
optional with the department. This takes away from thé settler the
protection it was designed to give him. It is the point raised by Rep-
resentative Srmyoxs in his recent argument in the House of Rep-
resentatives.

Not only has this protection beem removed by the Secretary's re-
versal of the law, but the settlers are being pressed for arrearages,
most of which arise through increased charges for water, incidental to
added cost, the result of faulty caleulations of constructlon engineers.

Get this fact clear in mind: Water users are not seeking to get out
from under any obligation entailed in the contracts they made with the
Government. They do object, and rightly, to having those ohligations
extended unreasonably by arbitrary orders from the department. Also,
they would like to have the protection promised them under the law,
which made the Mead report effective. This is being denied them.

When the reclamation work was first taken up by the Federal Gov-
ernment, it was not expeeted that the settlers shonld be squeezed in
order to retnrn the full amount of investment. From the first it was
understood that some part of the cost would reflect Government service
to its citizens. As unexpected dificulties arose, mew obstacles were
encountered, and estimates of cost proved too low, the effort was made
to recoup the fund by increasing charges for water. Out of this came
the Investigation earried on by the Mead commission. Tts report,
recommending that the Increased cost to the Government be borme by
the Treasury and not be apportioned to the water users was sound,
and so was adopted,
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Why the water users of the North Tlatte Valley should now be
pursiued by the Government to pay for something they are in no sense
responsible: for is not easily explained. If the Government of the
United States ean forgive Italy billlons of dollars in debt and interest,
it surely can afford to deal justly with these farmers, They are willing
to pay what they contracted for. What they ask to be relieved from
is the unreasonable, and In many cases confiseatory, charges for which
they did mot contraet, especially that part of the so-called debt that
arises under water rights that have been abandoned.

We know in advance what receptlon the Nebraska delegation in
Congress will give the committee from the North Platte Water Users
Assoclation. We believe they have justice and right on their side, and
that the Interior Department will be brought to see its mistake in
policy,

May I again urge the serions and favorable consideration of
these two editorials?

I yield back the remainder of my time. [Applause.]

Mr. MAGEE of New York. Mr. Chairman, I move that the
committee do now rise.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York moves
that the committee do now rise. The question is on agree-
ing to that motion,

The motion was agreed to,

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr. Treapway, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported
that that committee, having under consideration the bill (H. R.
8264) making appropriations for the Department of Agricul-
ture for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1927, and for other
purposes, had come to no resolution thereon.

THE COOPERATIVE MARKETING BILL—THE M DUFFIE AMENDMENT

Mr. GREEN of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to extend in the Recorp my remarks on the marketing
bill passed to-day.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. GREEN of Florida. Mr. Speaker and Members of the
House, I most beartily indorse the amendment, which includes
the term “ naval stores,” said amendment offered by the gentle-
mun from Alabama [Mr, McDurrie]. I am also in accord with
the general provisions of the cooperative marketing bill, which
is now before us. While it is not exactly the kind of bill I
would draw for the needs of agriculture at this time, it does
contain some good provisions, and, on account of the good
features of the bill, I expect to cast my vote for it

There is not a class of industrialists in America to-day which
has been so sorely neglected and which deserves more and
receives less than the farmers of the Nation: and I think it is
time the Government was making an effort to bring about re-
lief for the workers in this great industry which is the real
strength of America. Probably the worst two problems con-
fronting the farmers to-day are that of transportation and that
of marketing their produets. :

Permit me to say relative to the amendment as offered by
the gentleman from Alabama that the naval-stores industry is
one of the great branches of agriculture. The introducer of
the amendment, Mr. McDurrig, and the genileman from
Georgia [Mr. Epwarps] have already dwelt upon the definition
of naval-stores products. therefore I take it for granted that
you understand the meaning of the term, and T shall not stress
it. The fact is that there are approximately 1,350 producing
establishments in the United States, all of which, of course,
are in the Southern Stafes, particularly those States where
the long-leaf yellow pine grows, as Florida. In 1921, 23,378,854
gallons of spirits of turpentine, valued at $13,356,790, and
1,661,624 five hundred-pound barrels of rosin, valued at $10,.-
796,975, or a total of $24.270.000, were produced. This was
produced by 1,418 establishments, of which 490, producing
$8,231,7756 worth of products, were in the State of Florida.
In the operating year 1924-25, 27,174,580 gallons of turpentine
and 1,790,087 five hundred-pound barrels of rosin were pro-
duced. Of this, the State of Florida produced more than one-
third, and its largest naval-stores shipping port, Jacksonville,
shipped 11,707 tons of turpentine and 82,219 tons of rosin, be-
sides dross and other products. Therefore in the interests of
the largest naval-stores producing State in the Union I indorse
the McDuflie amendment and trust that it will be adopted.

The number of naval-stores operators is decreasing, the saw-
mill men and others are rapidly consuming the yellow-pine
forests of the South, the virgin timber forests are rapidly di-
minishing, the cost of labor to produce naval-stores products
is continually enhancing, and I believe that all possible should
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be done to aid and assist the operators and workers, both large
and small, who are engaged in this great and declining in-
dustry.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled bill of
the following title:

H.R.6089. An act granting the consent of Congress to the
State of Illinois to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge
and approsches thereto across the Fox River in the county
of McHenry, State of Illinois, in section 26, township 45 north,
range 8 east of the third principal meridian.

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT FOR HIS APPROVAL

AMr. CAMPBELL, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re-
ported that that committee did on this day present to the
President for his approval bills of the House of the following
titles:

H. R.3755. An act granting the consent of Congress to the
counties of Anderson, 8. C.. and Elbert, Ga. to construct a
bridge across the Savannah River; and

H. R.G089. An act granting the consent of Congress fo the
State of Illinois to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge
and approaches thereto across the Fox River, in the county of
McHenry, State of Illinois, in section 26, township 45 north,
range 8 east of the third principal meridian.

LEAYE OF ABSENCE

By nnanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as
follows :

To Mr. WaITE of Kansas, for four days, on account of im-
portant business.

To Mr., Dovre, for three days, on account of important
business.

To Mr. WeLLeg, for fo-day, on account of important business.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MAGEE of New York. Mr. Speaker, I move that the
House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o'clock p. m.)
the House adjourned until to-morrow, Wednesday, January 27,
1926, at 12 o'cleck meridian.

EXHECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications were
taken from the Sveaker's table and referred as follows:

304, A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmit-
ting a draft of a bill to amend an act entitled “An act anthor-
izing the Secretary of the Treasury to sell the United States
marine hospital reservation and improvements thereon at
Detroit, Mich.; ete.,” so as to aunthorize the Secretary of the
Treasury to transfer to the Department of Commerece for light-
house purposes a portion of the marine hospital reservation at
Detroit, Mich., and a portion of the United States post office
and courthouse property at Key West, Fla., in exchange for a
new marine hospital site; also to authorize the Secretary of the
Treasury to construet a new marine hospital thereon; to the
Commlttee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

865. A letter from the Secretary of Commerce, transmitting a
description of papers on fille in the various bureaus of the
Depiartment of Commerce which are not needed or useful in the
transaction of current business and have no permanent value
or historical interest; to the Committee on Disposition of Use-
less Executive Papers.

806. A communication from the President of the United
States, transmitting a proposed draft of legislation affecting an
existing appropriated. fund—the “Navy pension fund,” under
control of the Navy Department—anthorizing payments thereof
in the amount of £349.86 to the legal representatives of deceased
men in the Marine Corps (H. Doe. No. 229) ; to the Committee
on Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of Rule XIIT,

Mr, SINNOTT : Committee on the Public Lands. H. R. 5242,
A bill to repeal the act approved January 27, 1922, providing
for change of enfry, and for other purposes; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 144). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. DENISON: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce. H. R. 5240. A bill to authorize the construction of a
bridge across Fox River, In Dundee Township, Kane County,
I ; without amendment (Rept. No. 145). Referred to the
House Calendar.

Mr. DENISON : Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce. H. R. 6080. A bill granting the consent of Congress to

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

JANUARY 26

the State of Illinois to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge
and approaches thereto across the Fox River in the county of
McHenry, State of Illinois, in section 18, township 43 north,
range 9 east of the third principal meridian; with amendments
(Rept. No. 146). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. MAPES: Committee on Inferstate and Foreign Com-
merce. H. R. T187. A bill granting the consent of Congress to
the Sonth Park commissioners and the commissioners of Lin-
coln Park, separately or jointly, their suceessors and assigns, to
construct, maintain, and operate a bridge across that portion of
Lake Michigan lying opposite the entrance to Chicago River,
Il ; without amendment (Rept. No. 147). Referred to the
House Calendar.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, public bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ANDREW : A bill (H. R. 8371) to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Navy to dispose of sand and gravel from the naval
ammunition depot reservation at Hingham, Mass, ; to the Com-
mittee on Naval Affairs,

By Mr. ELLIS: A bill (H. R. 8372) to expedite the works of
improvement of inland rivers for navigation; to the Committee
on Rivers and Harbors.

By Mr. HICKEY : A bill (H. R. 8373) to amend the World
;‘;’ar adjusted compensation act ; to the Committee on Ways and

eans.

* By Mr. MOORE of Virginia: A bill (H. R. 8374) to author-
ize the Secretary of War to permit the delivery of water from
the Washington Aqueduct pumping station to the Arlington
County sanitary district; to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

By Mr. ROUSE: A bill (H. R. 8375) allowing credit to postal
and substitute postal employees for time served in the Army,
Navy, or Marine Corps of the United States; to the Committee
on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. SMITHWICK : A bill (H. R. 8376) to authorize the
Secretary of the Intferior to adjust disputes or claims by set-
tlers, entrymen, selectors, grantees, and patentees of the United
States against the United States and between each other, aris-
ing from incomplete or faulty surveys in township 2 south,
range 17 west, sections 30, 31, and 32, Tallahassee meridian,
Bay County, Fla., and for other purposes; to the Committee on
the Public Lands.

By Mr. SUTHERLAND: A bill (H. R. $377) authorizing the
Postmaster General to establish a uniform system of registra-
tion of mail matter; to the Committee on the Post Office and
Post Roads.

By Mr. THOMAS: A bill (H. R. 8378) for the erection of a
publie building at Watonga, Blaine County, Okla.; to the Com-
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. TIMBERLAKI): A bill (H. R. 8379) to amend the
patent laws; to the Committee on Patents,

By Mr. WEAVER: A bill (H. R. 8380) for the purchase of a
site and the erection of a poest-office building at Marion, N, C.;
to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. WILLIAMSON : A bill (H. R. 8381) to create a com-
mission with authority to hear and determine claim: of in-
dividual members of the Sioux Tribe of Indians against tribal
funds or against the United States; to the Commitiee on In-
dian Affairs.

By Mr. BANKHEAD: A bill (H. R. 8382) granting the con-
sent of Congress to the highway department of the State of
Alabama to construct a bridge across the Tombigbee River
near Aliceville on the Gainesville-Aliceville Road in Pickens
Conunty, Ala.; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. HILL of Maryland: A bill (H. R. 8383) to create an
additional judge in the district of Maryland; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SEARS of Florida (by request) : A bill (H. R. 8384)
fixing the per diem allowance of officials of the United States
distriet eourts when necessarily absent from their official resi-
dences upon official business; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. NELSON of Missonri: A bill (H. R. 8385) to con-
firm New Madrid location and survey No. 2880 and to perfect
title thereto; to the Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. ALMON: A bill (H. R. 8386) granting the cunsent
of Congress to the highway department of the State of Alabama
to construet a bridge across Elk River on the Athens-Florence
Road between Lauderdale and Limestone Counties Ala.; to the
Committee on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8387) granting the consent of Congress {o
the highway department of the State of Alabama to construct
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a bridge across the Tennessee River near Guntersville on the
Huntsville-Guntersville Road between Madison and Marshall
Counties, Ala.; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8388) granting the consent of Congress to
the highway department of the State of Alabama to construet
a bridge across the Tennessee River near Scottsboro on the
Scottsboro-Fort Payne Road in Jackson County, Ala.; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8389) granting the consent of Congress to
the highway department of the State of Alabama to construct
a bridge across the Tennesse River near Whitesburg Ferry on
Huntsyille-Lacey Springs Road between Madison and Morgan
Counties, Ala.; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. McDUFFIE: A bill (H. R. 8390) granting the con-
sent of Congress to the highway department of the State of
Alabama to construct a bridge across the Tombighee River
near Jackson on the Jackson-Mobile Road between Washington
and Clark Countles, Ala.; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8391) granting the consent of Congress to
the highway department of the State of Alabama to construct
a bridge across the Tombigbee River on the Butler-Linden
Road between the counties of Choctaw and Marengo, Ala.; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. FREEMAN: A bill (H. R. 8392) for the purchase of
the Cape Cod Canal property, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

By Mr. GASQUE: A bill (H. R. 8393) for acquiring a site
and the erection of a public building at Hartsville, 8. O, and
appropriating money therefor; to the Committee on Public
Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. HASTINGS: A bill (H. R. 8394) for the purchase of
a site and erection thereon of a publie building at Sallisaw, in
the State of Oklahoma; to the Committee on Public Buildings
and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8395) for the purchase of a site and
erection thereon of a public building at Eufaula, in the State of
Oklahoma ; to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8306) for the purchase of a site and erec-
tion thereon of a public building at Stilwell, in the State of
Oklahoma ; to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8397) for the purchase of a site and
erection thereon of a public building at Stigler, in the State
of Oklahoma; to the Committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds.

By Mr. McKEOWN: A bill (H. R. 8398) to amend the
Federal farm loan act and the agricultural act of 1923; to
the Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mrs. ROGERS: A bill (H. R. 8399) to facilitate the
naturalization of aliens who served in the armed forees of the
United States during the World War; to the Committee on
Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. SOMERS of New York: A bill (H. R. 8400) to amend
the immigration act of 1924; to the Committee on Immigra-
tion and Naturalization.

By Mr. WELSH : Joint Resolution (H. J. Res. 133) to fur-
ther provide for the participation by the Government of the
United States in the sesquicentennial exhibition commemorat-
ing the signing of the Declaration of Independence; to the
Committee on Industrial Arts and Expositions:

By Mr. BLACK of New York: Resolution (H. Res. 105)
authorizing the Speaker of the House to appoint a committee
of seven Members of the House to investigate the rubber busi-
ness in the United States, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Rules.

By Mr. CONNALLY of Texas: Resolution (H. Res. 106)
authorizing the Speaker of the House to appoint a committee
of nine Members of the House to inquire into the court-
martial and sentence of Col. William Mitchell, and for other
purposes ; to the Committee on Rules,

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, memorials were presented and
referred as follows:

By Mr. DRANE: Memorial of the House of Representatives
of the State of Florida, directed to the President and Congress
of the United States, requesting the establishment of military
schools or camps for the purpose of training aviators upon the
present Government fields of Dorr and Carlstrom, located near
Arcadia, in De Soto County, Fla. ; to the Committee on Military
Affairs,
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PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BACHARACH: A bill (H. R. 8401) granting an in-
crease of pension to Sarah Jane Campbell ; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8402) granting an increase of pension to
Sarah A. Murray ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BEERS: A bill (H. R. 8403) granting a pension to
Laura Bordell ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BOIES: A bill (H. R. 8404) granting an increase of
piension to Susan K. Mapes; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
Bions,

By Mr. BRAND of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 8405) granting an
increase of pension to Jennie 8. Faris; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. BURTNESS: A bill (H. R. 8408) granting a pension
to Mary Keen; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CARSS: A bill (H. R. 8407) granting an increase of
pension to Samuel H. Woollen; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. DOUGLASS: A bill (H. R. 4808) for the relief of
Bertha M. Leville; to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8409) for the relief of Frank Baglione;
to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8410) granting an inerease of pension to
Frances M. Collins; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. DYER: A bill (H. R. 8411) for the relief of John H.
Rhinelander ; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. FENN: A bill (H. R. 8412) for the relief of W. R.
Grace & Co.; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. ROY G. FITZGERALD: A bill (H. R, 8413) grant-
ing a pension to Mary Jane Thompson; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. FLAHERTY: A bill (H. R. 8414) granting a pension
to Bertha M. Valpey; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. FRENCH : A bill (H. R. 8415) granting a pension to
John F. Sheridan; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 8416) granting a pension to Ida J. Hitt;
to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. GLYNN: A bill (H, R. 8417) granting an increase of
plension to Margaret Snagg; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
Blons,

By Mr. HARE: A bill (H. R. 8418) granting a pension to
Ida L. von Harten; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. HICKEY: A bill (H. R. 8419) granting an increase
of pension to Mary H, Rankin; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions. "-

By Mr, HOOPER: A bill (H. R. 8420) granting a pension to
Jennie Holbrook ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. KURTZ: A bill (H. R. 8421) granting an increase of
pension to Isabel Shollar; to the Committee on Pensions,

Also, a bill (I. R. 8422) granting an increase of pension to
Mary E. Piper; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. LEAVITT: A bill (H. R. 8423) granting an increase
of pension fo Charles A. Virgils; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan: A bill (H. R. 8424)
granting a pension to Anna Holbrook McKenzie; to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions. .

By Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts: A bill (H. R. 8425)
granting a pension to Esther Horth; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions,

By Mr. MENGES: A bill (H. R. 8426) granting an increase
of pension to Amanda Toot; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 8427) granting an increase of pension to
Mary L. Koch; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8428) granting an increase of peusion to
Sarah A. Snyder; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 8429) granting an increase of pension to
Emaline Sloat; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8430) granting an increase of pension to
Louisa Stough; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8431) granting a pension to Mary A.
Snyder; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8432) granting an increase of pension to
Lounisa Yeagy; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 8433) granting a pension to Rose Wernig;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MOORE of Virginia: A bill (H. R. 8434) to execute
the findings of the Court of Claims in the cases of the heirs
of William Pollock, deceased; to the Committee on War
Claims.

By Mr. NELSON of Missouri: A bill (H, R. 8435) for the
relief of Mrs. G. A. Guenther; to the Committee on War
Claims.
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By Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota: A bill (H. R. 8436) grant-
.ing a pension to Mary A. Sims; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

By Mr. PURNELL: A bill (H, R. 8437) granting a pension
to Elizabeth Blauser; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. RANSLEY: A bill (H. R. 8438) for the relief of
James B. Connor; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. SEARS of Florida: A bill (H. R. 8439) granting a
pension to Elizabeth Hickman; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 8440) granting an increase of pensioy to
Jennie M. Kloos; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SINNOTT: A bill (H. R, 8441) granting an increase
of pension to Sarah A, Sheets; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

By Mr, STALKER: A bill (H. R, 8442) granting an increase
of pension to Mary B. Hallstead; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. THOMPSON: A bill (H. R. 8443) for the relief of
James E. Moyer: to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. TINCHER : A bill (H. R. 8444) granting an increase
of pension to Nora Jacobs; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions,

By Mr. VESTAL: A bill (H. R. 8445) granting an increase
of pension to Cyrene Younkin; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8446) granting a pension to Jack Mills;
to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. WAINWRIGHT: A bill (H. R. 8447) for the relief
of Thomas G. Peyton ; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. WEAVER: A bill (H. R. 8448) granting an increase
of pension to Morald J. Crisp; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 8449) granting
an increase of pension to Missourl Marberry; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions. : =

By Mr. GREEN of Iowa: Resolution (H. Res. 107) aunthor-
jzing the payment of six months’ salary and funeral expenses
to Jennie Cousins on account of death of Levi B. Cousins, late
a doorkeeper at the House of Representatives; to the Committee
on Accounts,

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXI1I, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

406. By Mr. CARSS: Petition of the City Council of the City
of Two Harbors, Minn,, in regard fo the Great Lakes-St. Law-
rence tidewater undertaking; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce. i

467. Also, petition of the Oscar Anderson Post, No. 109,
American Legion, Two Harbors, Minn., indorsing deep water-
way from the ocean to the Great Lakes; to the Committee sn
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. ;

4¢8. By Mr. CONNERY : Resolution of the United Divisions,
Ancient Order of Hibernians in America, Worcester, Mass,
protesting against the entry of the United States into the
World Court; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

469. By Mr. FULLER: Petition of the stockholders of the
Farmers' Cooperative Elevator Co., of Belvidere, I1l., protesting
against any further increase in the corporation tax; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

470. Also, petition of the Illinois Manufacturers’ Association,
opposing the Government engaging in business; to the Com-
mittee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

471. Also, petition of the National Committee for the Preven-
tion of Blindness, for legislation relative to trachoma among
‘the Indians; to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

472. Also, petition of Illinois Central Railroad, protesting
against any reduction in the appropriation for the completion
of the topographical survey; to the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

473. Also, petition of the newspaper publishers and job
printers of northern Illinois, asking that the Government
desist from printing and delivering envelopes to the gen-
eral trade at a price less than they can be purchased wholesale
from the paper houses; to the Committee on the Post Office and
Post RRoads.

474. By Mr. GALLIVAN: Petition of Division 31, Ancient
Order of Hibernians, Peter Dolan, secretary, 18 Bowman
Street, Dorchester, Mass., protesting against the United States
. of Ameriea entering into any entangling alliance with Euro-
pean countries; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

475. Also, petition of United Divisions, Ancient Order of
Hibernians in America, of Worcester, Mass., Representative
Edward J. Kelley, president, protesting against the United
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it;;ia entering the World Court; to the Committee on Foreign
8.

476. By Mr. LONGWORTH : Petition of the Bakery and Con-
fectionery Workers' International Union, Local Union No. 173,
protesting against the merger of the Ward, Continental, and
General Baking Cos, ; to the Committee on Rules.

477. By Mr. POU: Petition of North Carolina Federation of
Women's Clubs, urging Congress to give favorable considera-
tion to the bill providing for the erection of a building in
Washington, D. C., to be known as the national gallery of art;
to the Committee on the Library.

478, By Mr. THOMPSON : Resolution of the Hotel Greeters
of Ohio, Charter No. 11, in favor of appropriations by the
Federal Government for good roads; to the Committee on
Roads,

479. Also, resolution of Farmers’ Equity Union Convention,
at Aberdeen, 8. Dak., favoring the early construction of a
Great Lakes-tidewater deep-water canal; also demanding the
President and the Tariff Commission to place an additional
import duty on certain farm products imported; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

SENATE
Wepxespay, January 27, 1926
(Legislative day of Saturday, January 16, 1926)

The Senate reassembled, in open executive session, at 12
o'clock meridian, on the expiration of the recess.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Far-
rell, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had passed
a bill (H. R. 7893) to create a division of cooperative market-
ing in the Department of Agriculture; to provide for the ac-
quisition and dissemination of information pertaining to co-
operation; to promote the knowledge of cooperative principles
and practices; to provide for calling adyvisers to counsel with
the Secretary of Agriculture on cooperative activities; to au-
thorize cooperative associations to acquire, interpret, and dis-
seminate crop and market information, and for other purposes,
in which it requested the concurrence of the Senafe.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Mr. WILLIS presented a memorial of sundry citizens of
Akron, Ohio, remonstrating against the acceptance by this
Government of the Italian debt-settlement agreement and also
the participation of the United States in the Permanent Conrt
ofb International Justice, which was ordered to lie on the
table,

He also presented a petition of sundry members and friends
of Avery L. Vertner Auxiliary Post, at Delaware, Ohio, pray-
ing for the passage of Senate bill 98, granting increased pen-
gions to Spanish-American War veterans and their widows,
which was referred to the Committee on Pensions.

Mr. FRAZIER presented memorials and papers and tele-
grams in the nature of memorials, numerously signed, by
sundry citizens of Fargo, Wimbledon, Upham, Williston, Spring
Brook, Epping, Arnegard, Zahl, Bonetraill, Larimore, Arvilla,
Grafton, and Pilot, and the Cass County Klan, and F. Halsey
Ambrose, of Grand Forks, all in the State of North Dakota,
remonstrating against the participation of the United States
in the Permanent Court of International Justice, which were
ordered to lie on the table.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the first

time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred
as follows:

By Mr. BAYARD:

A bill (S. 2806) granting a pension to Abigail J. Barton; and

A bill (8. 2807) granting an increase of pension to Jennie R.
Lampp; to the Commitfee on Pensions.

By Mr. SMITH:

A bill (8. 2808) to amend section 24 of the Interstate Com-
merce Act, as amended; to the Committee on Interstate Com-
merce.

By Mr. SHORTRIDGE:

A bill (8. 25809) for the relief of Frank Louis Muller; and

A bill (8. 2810) to provide for the advancement on the re-
tired list of the Navy of Frank G. Kutz; to the Committee on
Naval Affairs.

By Mr. BRATTON:

A bill (8. 2811) to amend section 1 of the act entitied “An
act to amend and consolidate the acts respecting copyright,”
approved March 4, 1909, as amended, in respect of public per-
formance for profit; to the Committee on Patents.
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